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‘This study: oF - Tdaho' 8 ‘program fi tua tine aieaeies for exceptional 


- children constitutes one ‘part of. a, compreherist ve look. at Idaho's state.-. ° 
-school finance program. The primary purposes of this s were’ to: .(1) 


\. provideyinformation concerning the cost of educational pYogtams for 
- -exeeptional children and. regular: school programs in Idaho. school distriets, . 


'; (2) ‘make recommendations with-regard to alterations or improvements in the’ 


‘present: administrative, reporting and incentive features, of the Idaho. REO se 


yo a - ce “Tom Vopat ‘Chief, Bureau of Finanee,, Idaho ‘Department, of 
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“_ funding pattern for’ finanting educational ‘programs for exceptional children. 


in Idaho, and (3).-make recommendations: with regard to: polieies in. the’ 


gram for. financing prepress for exceptional” children, 
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“Part I. Intrdduction - : 


- The provision of adequategand appropriate educational’ programs for” 
exceptional children ‘is @ problem which has attracted. a. great deal of | . 
discussion and debate in recent years. . State and. federal court = |) 


! ? decisions have ‘crearly égtablished ‘that exceptional children are “protected . 
“by the due. process: and ‘equal protection clauses of the Fourteenth’ Amend- . 
a -" ént, and that. they may neither arbitrarily be denied an education nor may 
o>» thy arbitraMly be denied the benefits of educational programs: that are . 
“1 * qe@vailable, to other children. The federal government hag entered. the. 
-"<" field din’a major way in enacting P.L. 94-142, the Education. for All. ace 
“Handicapped Children Act, which imposes a set of processes and procedures =~ 
designed to protect the rights of handicapped children. and.promises a. 
"major commitment of federal funds to help state and local school districts 
. meet the "excess costs" of educational progpane for the handicapped. 
Unfortunately, the promise of a growing ame nt of federal funds! has nat. 
' . been fulfilled and is not likély to be fulfi¥led in the’ foreseeable: future. 


. It: is with the states and local school districts. that responsibility 
for meeting the educational needs of exceptional children-ultimately rests. 
States have devised a variety of ways to fund educational programs for 

exceptional children. Before turning to the specifics of Idaho's’ program — 
of state support for exceptional child programs it may be ingtructive’to — 

- consider the methods currently iri use. - * ale 12 
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oo — _ Although ‘educational programs for exceptional children eave, existed: 
for many yeats,: it is only in recent -yeans' that - ‘such programs have become — 
. an integral part | ‘of American. public education. As McLure’(1975) ‘has’ 
 s noted, prior. to 1950 severely handicapped | “‘tndividuals were generally. 
placed: in: residential institutions and public” ‘school. programs for — 
exceptional. children were. “primarily for children wha possessed rather ‘ oe 
‘serious emotional, .physical, or. mental handicaps. . These.programs were. - 
* firldttced primarily by° éategorical” istateaid’ which‘ ‘gservedto ‘pay for the...) 0) 
“extra cost incurred pridarily asa: results of : -sal Clasa: size: Teachers. 
often were offered bonuses as an incentive to. teach such. 4 classes». on 
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Beverat methods: of’ ee have beet aged by states yin récent vests: 
_ “to anaist. local- educational agencies - in financing, programs and services 

- A for exceptional children. Drawing upon the work of Thomas . (1973); a 

2 Ma inelli (1976), identified seven methods employed by one.or.more states: +: 

oe a ae eh unit basis, - @) weighted formula, (3) percentage reimbursement, -(4) 

ee i réimburseitent ‘for: ‘persnhei , 5) ‘Sttaight ‘sam Yeimburbemént ,. (6) ‘excess * °°.” 

ee ag cost, and (7) reiuburstment. for noninis trigtional . services and capital ‘ on 
ne, 

ee ae - Unit basis. Under this on a.fixed sum ‘ig: provided: for: each 8 6 

: = eo unit .and ‘a-unit “typically is defined as: a:specified- number:of children | . aes 
assigned ta: ‘a special ‘class; - Districts certify the ‘number of: students a 
. enrolled in their ‘special classes and the state allocates funds ‘accord-. _ ' 
‘ ‘ingly. Growth in the“number of units often hag arbitrarily béen limited”. 
~.> | to a specified percentage, which tends’ to inhibit development bf new. or, . 
additional exceptional child programs. . Unit’ funding: tends to promote’ the 
_ development of special classes and discquragés ‘resource room and fiain- | 
streaming programs. © Othergproblems include (1) “an incentive : oe maximi ze | 
class sizes. so as to-decrease per pupil cost@ (2) small. school' Utatkicts - 
* have difficulty generating, enough - special ation ‘classroom, “units” ta. 

o 4 ‘operate efficiently, (3)* higher costg during! the . first: “year of @ program 
[ae "ate not \eimb ursed, and (4) a lack. of incent ves. if ‘ota disigentive, . . 
& areas s for’ mainstreaming .. eM terete nore eee ey | 

on ee ee teh; . ee Set. ae ee 

> | Weighted. a Under this method weights ‘arg ‘assigned to excep- 
: “tional }.children in special *>rograms: which: approximate: the cost of: providing: 
ud jrograms relative to’ the “cost of a specified ee program, typically 
o : the. eost of the regular élementary school: program. fer. pupil expendi- | ’ 
tes a3 F ‘gure ’¥or the ‘basic program is multipfied. by the weadier for each weighting. . 
/ cs ranch feategory to Lea the amount ‘of &f ‘tinds to be allocated for, each. student. 
eS his method. p xt v 


eee ts the. fut Sst : ‘of. @pecialseducatign | v 
Cohn ES '\.’ included in thé general wbat#* aid formula. . ' En ‘practice 5. 
eS \*: fdeulties. arise in determining the appropriate weights,:"i 

Pe a es \ similar. programs will. vary’ from’ one “district. to another *’ ‘for’ fedsons iad 
an “ < \ the control of ‘the district (population a fide ‘high or low incidence. ao 

a er ee \ handicapping c conditions,’ etc.). 
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. . Percentage reimbursement.: ‘In this method phé state reimburses a set oS 
pereentage of. all costs incurred in providing ‘special education programs: tS ee 
One problem, of course, is that of identifying-all. costs’ associated with - ~.. ge 

_ programs for exceptional children. -This approach also may. léad to in- oe , Re” 
‘appropriate placements if the percentage reimbursed’ is ‘too low, for local.’ 9. | 

: “districts will tend to place children in less expensive’ programs. “From the. |. - 
state's point of view, the total claims‘on the state treasury are virtually *°.’ 
uplimited unless a maximum expenditure per pupil is. imposed. “This. problem —~ 
can be offset, -however, by requiring ‘that funds be prorated if the claims 


‘exceed thé amount. appropriated... . 


oe . “Reimbursement:.for personnel.’ This is’ a variation of. the percentage’ 
"reimbursement approach in which a.local.school] district is reimbursed for’: . . 
'- all, or ‘a specified percentage -of -the cost of special education teachers, ~“” 
administrators and supervisorg; psychologists, and other professional .and = 
. noncertified support staff. . One’ drawback of this approach is that,. while. © 
“personnel costs represent the largest single cost factor.in special pro-. , 
grams, they do not represent all of. the direct’ and indirect costs involved 
in special education. This approach also may discourage mainstreaming. | 
.; unless care is “taken to pfovide. reimbursement for; personned. involved in 
| mainstreamed classes; °°) > 4 5 C3 yf 4S ogee oe _ 


-; Straight sum reimbursement. Under this. approach the reimbursement to ~~ - 
~ + local school districts by the.state is a specified amount of money allocated’ 
€or ‘dich “exckptional ‘child served in the dfgtrict. « Unfortunatedy, straight” ©. -. 
” sum. reimbursements often have littlé relationship: to true: program cost,!.” 
Therée:.is a tendency for school districts to use inappropriate placements and 


i cs : 


' to maximize class sizes when this funding approach is used. 
: 7. 3 a yg i aoe ae ae 
_. Excess cost. Exeess cost is defined as the amount by which the per. _ 
pupil: expenditure for exceptiona],,students -exceeds the per. pupil expenditure. - 
for. other students. Under thig approach, the maximum reimbursement. wou}d: bé- 
the differente in cost’ multiplied by the’ number of exceptional children — 
served. Thé' excess’ cost, can be completely reimbursed: by. the state, or 
reimbursed up to a maximum amount, or reimbursed ‘on a percentage or prorated 
basts. Among the difficulties in this approach are determining the excess. 
cost of a prograth,and ensuring comparability between districts. A, ¢qumon, 
- program format: and.accounting progedures are necessary tavensure. compar=-) > 
* abiltby -between districesh, a 06 0 e. ge gat, PS _— 
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“24S ecial reimbursements ‘for noninstructional services and ca iar Sig ite 
 gutlay. In addition to the six approaches discussed above, some states,have e 
. provided special, teimbursement; for noninstructional: costs such as tran porta. 
"yh tion, food setvice and the-like... Three,.methods have begiuied to reinfre 
Selgoninstructional cogt:~. (1) full state fundimg: based ogibudget Approval, 
3 (2) ‘state. fundifitof full P68t: allowanges basgaz-on gui elines, 4ad‘(3) 7 | 
state and@local ‘sh@rirg-based* on a percéntage’ ofthe total cost.’ Occa-.. 
-gionally support.has been provided for the capital outlay expenditures—. 
" nequired: to remodel facilities to accommodate special education’ programs or 
: to. remove architectural, barriers. dn, existing. buildings. Providing reimburse~" 
<* Ment’ for capital outlay ‘expenditures is not without, problems, however, for | 
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: 8 efaedlities for handicapped children, . thus reducing - the. PEOSPERE.. for. ity hr) 


persuasively that unless vaFiations in the cost” of necessary - -educational | 


“Spporcuni ty: for ae However, some-- States'pave adopted., yp il wey Ae 
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“aventHet aa into cea sauces programs... gee 
: ; . gs . 
The Idaho ‘state auppore ‘program uses two. methods for: determin’ ng state - 
support to local: school districts;- Weights’ are. assigned to exceptional  _ 


_. children based upon: the exceptional child: sparsity factors in. the: general” 
-.foundation program and the state also reimburses.local . districts: for. 80. perce 
of the‘ salaries paid ancillary ‘personnel involved in exceptional child pres 


grams. In view of thé:current interest in more sophisticated weighting - 


- ‘systems, and because Idaho. currently uses various weighting: factors’ in. its” 
-.. o° general foundation programs a more’ detailed review. of. pupil: weighting 
<<. eles will be: ‘Presented in the. Poliowing section. * 


Part, III = Poet Meteh tangs: peat peee 
v “— - i - ‘ a rs a PA ag. ee 4 . ; 7 
" Impelied ne the iicreasiag: demande: fbe property: tax. ‘relief, “as. “well as: 


. a growing concern for greater equality of educationa opportunity, a number _ 


of states have substantially modified ‘their general school finance formulas 


-, in ‘recent. years. |Most of. these ‘réform efforts,. however, have paid’ more a fe 

 attent{on- to the revenue ‘dimension than to tte aTidcation dimension. ‘OE. 

_.. state ‘school finance, That is, _many states have: reexamined how funds to... 
“support ‘public schools were ‘raised: and, in an effort to promote greater tax. | 
"equity, many of them have tried to: reduce the local. PEOperty: tax burden. a 


increasing | the ‘level of state support or education. . — 
SS ae : 
Unfbreuqarely, many legis latars: ina other: ‘glucactonal’ poidey” makers. 
shave come to view equal” spending per pupil by. local. school districts as. 


‘ synonymous with equal educational. opportunity. School finance expe¥ ts 3 a 


know, however, that spending equal dollars for students who have varying - . 
educational needs will not provide them with ‘equal educational opportunity. ae 
In. fact, unequal educational. oppertunities are inevitable if state support 


" model's: do not: take into consideration ‘such- factors as students" socioeconomic,’ 
"| backgrounds,. physical. and mental handicaps, language: deficiencies; voca- 


tional needs,. and other student. characté¥$btics.. ‘Lt -may (be argued: 


programs arg; taken into account , ‘spending equal dollars. for the: ‘education 


” . of students in ali school. districts in the state ‘is. ‘Likely. to respi} dn, 


“even apegeen. a ae of i aa ae epporeunt hy, oo currently ‘extstaty” ot, 
. By 


‘ » wats “< oo we "e 7 . “ Moo aise re 4, 13 es ' . 
= whe: the fates | ightt schoo}. f nancé -teform has ocdétred ng d-: 
03 ‘the-revenuevaid sof théir school ffnanc P dystem,. i 


ast OF "hem “have virtually ignored ‘the issue of equity . in eduegtiond) 6 


systems in an effort ko deal ‘wore adequately with, the goal offachieving .! ie 
‘equal educational opportunity » The;weighted pupil approach’ iB-based on “the - 
fact: that each student is a-unique human being. with. different! needs, and 


abilities. Thus, the. type of educational, sia a a student - needs " stiould ioe 
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"an: “{mpor tant: factor in jerecetalog the amount vor: ee ‘aid Glan ‘will be.) 


. alloeated. to: local: ‘untits. “States ‘use pupil weighting” ‘systems: in: an’ 


"The Rationale for. Pupit Weightings NO 


: Pp 

". some: type of wAtghting in’ their: state s' 
instructional : ‘units , weightings. for spy ie: 
indicés. States may assign pupil weightings for certain. gyade’ levels,” for ce 
‘certain programs, -and.for certain student: ‘CRaracteristics -In addition, 

- states may assign weightings to local districts for demofraphic character- 
‘istics Which take into consideration. such factors as co4t of living, . local 

‘unit Bize, -and¥ population: ‘sparsity.’ “At ‘the’ present’ tyne: approximately: 20 2 
‘states use at least’ one weighting factor in allocatig® funds to local . 


_ attempt. to distribute” educational dollars ‘more nearly in. accordance. with J” 
thawvarying” needs of students. Ce. a . 


. “The use- of ~arious: types bf weighting ~ state- Pee ‘fin: Ace pro-::- 
grams has been practiced for many years.° Many states currently/ incorporate 
port programs--for example, , adjusted... 
sity. and; density, apd. pupil cost 


- administrative- units. Several states, for example ,/use a weighting system 


tb) fund differentially for elementary and secondary students. A few states: * 
- use a yeighting system ‘to fund differentially fo: nar tional students—-- 

. those with mental, physical or emotional handicg pS. oximately 15 
"states use: two ‘or “more ‘différbritials to adjist , for. Go. sparsity, grade” 
“eval, and special programs, Recently, ‘three #tates--Florida, New Mexico 
‘and. Hiab= nave agepted rather extensive. pupi. weighting Sy ecene> " 


“ 


‘The notion. of pupil watehe tage merely’ nvolves ‘establishing cost | | 
ratios and cost indices for different typed of school programs. — To | 


"¢@ 


establish: these ratios, a state typically’ designates a program or. programs. 


' to serve as the basic unit, which is.usually given 


a numerical value of _ 
1.00. States typically have used: the elementary level, for example, grades 


- sone through six or. four through eigtit; to establish. the cost of ‘the basic . 
“unit. A program “costing twice .as much per ‘pupil as .the ‘basic anit, for * 


. wides.for the different resource requirements’ ‘of various school Programs: 
a designed to meet the’ needs of: individual weudenta.' , 


oy 
Rag: 


examplé,- a program’ “for exceptional | children or a vocational education. 

--program, would be assigned an ‘tndex of. 2.0. If it costs a local, ‘unit: a; 
' . twice as much to operate a particular program than it does to operate the’ *y Be 

-bage progran,. ‘then. each student. in’ the more costly program is counted. 


tice for funding purposes. In this manner. a state acknowledges and pro- 


L. a a fgtorically die Andividaal pupil has bedi the ‘baaic upit: ‘of 

sducational need, the way we have measured pupils has changed over the « 2S a 
eyeare Ipitially | a- simple. census : céunt of a local unit' s pupils was deemed. , 7 
satisfactory. More recently, a local: unit's pupil . count has been defined. 4 | aw 
in’ terms of average daily attendance, average daily menberatsP. or full” 


time equivalent. students. ” se hal ro Pe a 


tag te OT 
- ; sos ‘ 
: 2, ee: 


ee 
- During | the ‘Late 49608), the slat éppal’ Educational: Pinaneds ‘Project 


: (NERP) conducted extensive research. bo idéntify whe: pelapive costs*of. yee 
“various ® ‘types of school programs. ' Rossmiller’ 970)" and: McLure cis7osy es fie 
oan separate: NEFP studies, used simi lar: methodology’ to “examine ; ‘the cost: of.’ ade 
3 es 4 4 . ; - a - be 7 ee ote y 4 ime © it ° : of A on te _ eg : cae 


tag 


hee "vocational and conipensatory: educational” ‘programs .: ee ae a ee = 
| - Advantabes of. Pupil Weighting Systems oe e —— - ie 


- where it belongs: by’:placing emphasis on the ‘child tobe served." ‘Cost. dif- 


Sit ieee 


eis . . °° t., 
\ 


© programs: for. exceptional ‘education: and programs ae edly « chi Ldhood and . 
basic elémentaty: ‘and secoridary. educdtion,| respectively. More: ani . 
-the. concept: of weighting | pupils has: been: extended to students ehtolded in? 


Pupil weighting ayeceus have certain distinct: advantagea ‘when they 
are carefully developed and applied. First, they help focus attention’ 


‘. ferentials: serve.to’ focus attention: on. the needs ‘of windividual students. 
‘While. ‘additional .resources. generally. are provided. for. meeting these nesdas'* 
a state need” not specgify how the needs. should be. met. ‘This flexibility. - 
gives. local administrative units considerable freedom to devise. programs. - 
“for different types of. students ‘in different geographic -and demographic 
‘situations. Jordan (1976) has" indtcated that this will “open up the, 
eayecen to explore créative wae for providing educational programs and | : 
Sérvices: feb go ; : 

Setond, gupil weighting caners peatiieaee des eonaolidattan Ae «., Se ve 
categorical funding grants. This attribute: has..the advantage. of enabling | 
_ state policy makers to ¢ ynsider ‘the needs. of all pupils in a single a 
‘overall funding plan-—the se in special’ education, vocational education, sag Ss 
; compertsatory educdtion,. and those in regular “programa. :State policy * . 

 makers’can thus’ consider simultanéously the: varying resource ruquireneital . 
-of the: different programs, and attempt”. to maintain an appropriate balance 

:. between these programs. in relation to each other and in relation to the | 34 
“basic program; Furthermore, as Lepert ‘and his colleagues (1976) have 
neted, state policy makers. would no ‘Longer have to contend with as much 
-pressure for increased aids from the various’ special, ‘interest groups con- 
Fonal with each type of special | student, since individual a 
Funds programs would no Songer exist. Z . ‘ 


xy 
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McLure (1973, p.. 30) has* ‘cited: ‘the following euaneaeee for ‘the | use 
of cost. maveerenctare in state school finance formulas: - a oe 


_ (1). To. make allowance for variable coticentrations eens ’ 


e .  -amhong - districts in need of higher than. sh ea cost " 
i a , programs. . & Fy. TAR * 
pa ee a eee oe eRe Re ee & 

» 2(2) ‘To avoid Genal tele’ ‘some districts and rewarding, others 

oa ’ because of. differences | in grade ka ‘that ‘are served... ‘ea? 
’ : ee, ame eae 

4 »(3)* To improve present ‘cost units (pupil er: instrdgtional) “- Ce, ogee 

wy vu "+ in use for distribution of fandé i) oe He ee ae URE A ot 


a 


eA) To iftprove the’ iuality of. eink. rer 
o a be related mot? erie ata fo he educat 
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a — “Three baste ‘approaches ean be. tiged in: establishing pupit. weights. a ae 
ra ne 5. the most common method, .which was ‘used iin the. NEFP ‘studies, - ‘an attempt. 99-83": 
/ is made\ to’ identify what: is acétually being spent on ‘the various educa- en 
ie tional : programs in a.state.. .The methodological — steps consist. of (1) : 
ae oe identifying the differentiated program structure for which cost differ-. ee 
= entials and cost indices are needed; (2) selecting a representative +. 
“gample of loeal administrative units for the study; (3) ‘collecting the 
data’ necessary ‘for computing the variations. in program costs; - ‘and (4) _ 
“examining the cost: configurations of educational. programs.. Based on. an. 2 
_ analysis of the. variation.in ‘expendjtureg . for. different educational ’ pro- bog 
, 0. ‘grams, an average cost:.differential for the state (or regions within ar oo 
“+ gtate) is computed for each program of interest and this cost: differential mS 
is used in constructing, a cost index for the proprall. ose i 
: : 2 f : . 
ee ee, > Another method fest eee auatea weights ia -by edict. - In’ 1973, for -— 
» r example, the Florida legislature -assignéed a weight of 1.20. to pupils in - 
~ ia Kindergarten ‘through “Grade 3. Despite data clearly: documenting ‘that | a 
us *+"". ‘geeondary schools were considerably. more. expensive to operate than oe , 2 
-. elementary schools, the Florida legislators believed -that the, primary ° eo ae 
- grades were more important educationally,. and therefore chase td provide. - , 
ey [+ ++ «additional funds for the early ‘schooling years, Similarly, the Utah - 
We « egiglatyre. has set, the weights forall regular program grade’ levels at . 
os . 1.0 even: though ‘focal units*in” the ptate. historically.have,spent- AN TG.- OB 2 er oetreees sheen, 
' secondary education. The Illinois. San BS ‘on tHer’-hand,; has: set | os 
- Wetehee : at 1.0: for Grades 1: ‘through’ 8 ands 5. forges 9 through. 12., oo : 


3 


o 


a oO 2 ESA third “method of ae we "ta: be ‘turn’ to. ‘a group of rege 
School ‘finance experts and state policy makers, along with. specialists 
, _ representing the various curricular areas and grade levels, could specify * 
the lével. of funding that:should be provided for -a basic educational eee" 
program and the. additional funding levels necessary for various ‘Bpecial | 


. programs. This procedure: would overcome | the . shortcomings. inherent. in. a 
~ simply relying upon. historical - -expenditure patterns, in constructing. a ae 
' of weights. «Cost effectiveness analysis could be used to compare 


alternative,’ ‘eduéational programs and help school personnel choose delivery 
7 eat on ‘the hasis- of least: cost and JBreatest see 


oe 


ss oe, at -” Some Proplems in’ ‘Pupil a ee at eee i, a . ' ae. 
i. Weighting Systems ee ee = Co ee ee ee ee 

- - a . f : : : We a, “inte : a be gun sO 

7 ee _ In, addition ‘to ‘the dif ficuities involved: ‘in deveonteanest ‘the. appropriate ; 
st Gn weight¢, a number “of reigited problem. areas Inust . be considered when devising ; 
ee pups weighting schente. One” ‘question. concerns the selection of programs “ne 

: wy 


. for WI ‘igh: :weights , are ie be developed. Programs are weighted: dnb different. 2s Me 
wee way er“an yng the ‘va Howe etates “One rot tie tiost cofinon. distinctions for. “ 
are » fund he @ programs. is Sey weighting: programs. for tpa¥ticular grade | ‘levels 


es ir for, part toil ar: age ‘groups. Thus. a, ‘weighted allocation is made for any: 
\ capil within. ‘the | es tena ed cleans ticatten) regstdless ‘of. the: A ale in 


ae Pg a Ay ee ued - oe! : _ oe ee eA 


ec PY mm, a re oe : Ee : hig ey ead : , ee ata, zee , B® ? ne a s . 7 aa? : 
ei : . rs a 6. a8 see . etm 
we oT 


7 tthe pitt ig hae epactéte needle ot abilities of “the. ae 


Pa ee pute... re ; re at : “ yee 

at. a Meee a . : — en oe pave a aes = Wi , _ ; cae o uA 
ees Meats iIn another/néthod, the: weighting’ is ‘baxea he abegltte: type , of. - 
ee “program offered. For egamp le; weights may ‘be: ‘assigiied: separately for. igs 
eo a ee grants. for haniiiegpped. children, such, ag the. trainable mentally” retarded, on 
Pe A ae -emotionally disturbed, speéch handicapped, partially’ sighted, or hard of. 4% 
St ee - déaring,. and for vocational education programg..such.. a8 trades - ‘and: industry’, 
ey ae agriculture, arid homé economics. ‘Under this approach, relative weights. = 

4 ROTA Seo would’ be ‘provided base ‘the number, of full: time equivalent students ~ 


on as enrolled in “the: pyogram.” As -an alternative,” students" abilitiea-and. ... 
»* physical’ charagteristics - are diagnosed (as is ‘done - with. exceptional -: oii 


ae ee children} and wéights afte allocated ‘on the basis’ of either: the number’ “of” 
ec ae ~ students qualifying or the full ‘time aera students ‘served... The vast | 
7 ; A tamafority of states prowide some type. o f differential furiding for various 
2. #@ °° ; + ‘eategories of: exceptional ‘and yocationl enton Wtudents. 
6G a ee a fourth techniqpe Hnvolver the use of local unit’ weightings bas 
Fis upon “geographic. or demographic chatacteristics. Waights may. be prov ed 
: . © for small] local.- ‘units whith cast ‘more to operate, or for ‘sparsely populated - 
a \.. ' .areas. which: incur higher transportation costs.. The. weights for these - : 
ahh ae . factors usually. provide for unit-wide adjustments’ that are applied in. 
bey G Sy addition: to: individual pupil & program weightings. Approxi ately” 30 states 
vat. make -some al lowanée ‘in‘their school financing systems ‘for r denhey and 
a | ao eu “sparsity, oa that: impact ‘on local units, o ; 
BAAS i a ; a st ae f we ‘ wt a ; me - 
2 “In prceice,: a state typically adopts some Seahtdwtion of these ou 
4 


is. ‘methods for weifhting pupils. Ig 1973 Utah developed weightings in four.: 
-., , distinct areas where the need for cost i ci was apparent-~smalt schools,: ~ 
Special education, ‘vocational edueation, ‘staff costs. The. Utah school 
> ‘aid formula gave. additional: weighted sani. units to local ynits with small 
‘> ° .f{golated schools that. were tdeclared: by the: ‘State Board of Education to be - 
necessary, The legislature. also adopted weightings ee ten specific - 
ih categories Th. special education and five categories fin vocational: education. 
ae | Beéatise’ of intensistent: reporting procedures, the legislature chose to 
7 ° _ distribute half of the special education appropriation. according. to the. 
ee , . designated: weightings and half. based: on each" lacal unit's roportion Of + 
a. ta the: total’ special education pupil ulation: in: the sate Nie professional | ~ 


. 


7 staff cast factor made allowarice for additional costs indurr oe a unit 
ae 7 aa “because” of le aaa - its FCaGhane, force. err :: 
; ee +e , cA ie. ay 


rr ee ‘Another arvopilen area - is that of clasaitying: and counting pull 
pupfl weighting system usually requires the state education agem ¥: 
Pe A % establish criteria for the placempnt.of pupils in the more exp dagen ae | 
SS ° ‘special programs . “If any doubt Kists about the needs. of - individual’ os 
pie students). local: units will have strong. incentive to place them. in high” 

cost programs. And.a state may soon experience unexpected growth in- these. 
; . * programs. "A classification system must.-specify clear criteria for. diagnos~ 
_ ing the needs of: pupils teas for placing: them. on appropriate programs. a 


2 = A felated. policy aiaaviee involved’ os a | pupil, shoild be couriked.: — 
ae Los ie issue has: penerated considerable: debate: in the past, and ith ecomes: pear 
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even more complex under a se ipneed’ pupil: allogation forlila ‘One’ of ‘the 
. |. first problems encountered ‘is whether . ‘to ‘fund! puppis. solely .on. the baats: 
of their enrollment in:‘some program, . or ‘whether to. fun upils based on 

" gome other | measure, for example, thé. amount of. time they actually. spend in, 
the program. ‘The’ latter method-4s based on. the ‘concept’ of a full time ~~ ae ee 
' equivalent pupil (FTE). and is” the procedure typically usec for oe. a 


‘.students in pupil weighting. studies? Although: this proced e: 
much more .precise data, it does provide: ‘for’ student support in dit 
ae ei: to. aoe time oney apee in aie programs : ., be rm, 
—_ How local unites: eisautiy. ‘and count “studengs, of. — will-have’ an re 
"2 4mpact’ on ‘the atiount. ‘of: ‘state aid they recetve. There is little reagon a ge 
to establish ‘weighting ‘systems ° based on participation in. specific programs’ . 
unless there is ‘some assurance that the funds ‘are being spent for the - 
students - and programs: which’ generated them. - “Thus , pupil weighting. systems 
. require cost account ing techniques that. are. more sophisticated ‘than those ~ . 

currently found in most loca] units. * The magnitude of the data required” _ 
‘for pupil weighting ayer ens: generally makes automated ‘data processing a 
ame * Re oa ahd e 4 e-« 
a F fae oo a 
‘Some: states that lave weoted pupil weighting systems = Havens eecanead . 
-.to devise cost accounting, procedures to partition expenditures ° by programs: ; 
and to’ assure that funds’ are spent on the désignated programs. | In 
‘Florida, for example, legislators were concerned that local units night ~ 
not place the desired foe on the primary grades and. other designated 


programs as the legislature mandated. They. also were concerned that ‘the. _ ee 
additional dollars gen@rated by pupils. in one _school within a. district 
might be spent on ‘pupils in another school by expanding program offerings, 
increasing teacher salaries,,or: reducing - teacher/pupil ratios. Accordingly,’ 
. every local unit in Florida was required to maintain accounts on a school- me ok 
YS. on basis with each: school becoming, Ain effect ya cost center. . 


‘New Mexico, on the other hand, has adopted a- tee extensiv? epenit: 
. weighting ‘system that is noteworthy for its noncategorica] nature. The & « 
school finance plan ‘purposely does not include a requirement that any. ., 
portion of the revenue generated by a given program-be traced back to that’ 
. program. This feature.is designed to grant’ local school boards considerable . 
’- flexibility. in- determining héw best to provide educational services, to’ 
. their pupils. While some services are mandated, the expenditure and 
o" sears of the service ie-permitted to’ vary from bne district to another.: 


Limitations of Weighting $ Systems, ; ee 


-Rosgmi ler (1973, 1974) has decribed a tumber of ‘tnd tations ‘which’ 
inevitably accompany the use of cost differentials and cost indices’ to 
develop weights to be used in state. schoo; nancing systems. The most — 
_ obvious limitation of cost indices’ is. ee: facteehat a cost index for any 
- given ptogram represents an average; peter tinh statewide average. It - 
‘is. obvious that, one-half of the local. ditty Hlth in the state wiht be 
“spending: more: ‘than the statewide aver ase a ie. remaining one- alf- will 


. 
‘ a 


ae 


o. P 8 


-_. be: spending less~than. the average... Simply using the statewide ay ; 
a cost of special educational programs as a basis for distributing funds. .--. 
. among ‘local units provides, no guarantee that “adequate provision will be | 
' > made for the particular needs.of pupilg in these units. Usin the state-. 
‘wide average cost for:a particular. educational ‘program as.a upes for... 
: ‘allocating funds. confronts the same problem. 2 |" — oe 


Ce ce A second limitation of cost indices is the’ fact that they reflect, |= -- 
_- + current educational practice. ‘While cost indices can identify paetene \ Jee 
expenditure levels. for different special programs, they provide very: 4 Wee 
little evidence about what local units should be spending to deliver © . 
‘quality educational services in these areas. Certain units may be spend- 
“ing thore money on some ‘programs because of inefficient practices or dis- | 
economiés of scale; other units may not be spending enough on programs |) 
..: =. because of small student populations or low tax tates. The methodology — 
1 ga for fonstructing weights does not addresaythéese difficulties but -asgumes 7 
; that ‘on'a.statewide basis’ these problems Aver offset one another. ec 
Similarly, cost indices estimate the relative cost of special ‘educa-.- 
_ tional programs based on the cost of yegular educational programs. ‘The - 
 “dridices that are obtained do not provide much information about the . 
efficiency or effectiveness of either regular or special programs. Two. 3 
districts with identical special ediicatjon programs and. equal expenditures 
per pupil in such programs could have different cost, differentials because. ~ 
of differences in the cost of the regular program ‘in each district. (Cost 
indices for special programs -based on inefficient regular programs with 
a ae “unnecessarily ‘high costs may be. too low; those based. on regular ‘programs 
pia 7 % with inappropriately low. costs may be too high. The state may find 
- :' itself in the position of spbsidizing tnefficient practice or allocating 
“more funds than. needed to , ome.programs at the‘expense of “other programs. . 
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_.. ‘Alternatives to Pupil 2 . ee 7. 
Weighting ‘Systems °° ye . ie 
; Several alternatives exist for dealing with the variations in educa~ 
Sales * . tional program costs that are idapcigc od Git vars cis webdene aed: Raa 
These methods have -been used in the past and are still used qpite widaly. 


by a number of states.- One option is’ simply to ignore ‘progr 
ty ferences. in the gengral schoal aid formula. ‘This does notepgeegsarily..  _, 

oa. mean ‘that programs will not:be provided to méet specia udent «needs, ' = 
“ but+it does assume. that locdl units will allocate funds in. accordance with | 
: these needs, spending more on some students and pess on others. This 
f . & -  approach-is based on the assumption that the incidence of special need 
, will be spread‘ uniformly across the state, and the research evidence’ ~ 
gimply does’ not support this assumption. cine i . 


cost di - 


; . A second alternative.for funding the differences in program cast . 

'., -,involves shifting the responsibility, or gome.of.the responsibility, for 

educating students with special needs.to intermediate units or consortiums 

of districts. T@termediate units in a. number of states operate programs 

for exceptional and vokational education students. The educational services 
; ie os =e ee ar a j 
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<— _ -offered by: the intermediate uhit ‘may he bie dee oe by state -handake or _— 
by contract between the. intermediate unit and local, diqprict. The state ; : 


may provide the bulk of the funding for the intermediate units, or the. 
.s underlying. local districts may provide a major portion of the a. 

'. through -areawide tax. levies or eareron A a aaa ‘ 

, A major advantage usually. Stes foe the uSe of Jatermedtate ‘units is. 
- that. they promote economies of scale. This. approach brings ‘together: 

. large groups of students with special needs in.an effort to provide pros 
grams more effectively: ‘and more efficiently than canbe done at.the, local . 
district level, where. only a few students may ‘have a particular handi-. 

_ capping condition or’ "express a given vocational. choice. . This. arrangement 
a --.enables the hiring of special teachers with specific skills and, the ° 
got . purchasing of special curricular materials and equipment that phen would _ 
as - == be too expensive for smail local units to. afford.  A’major di@advantage ho 
of this approach is. that“chiddren are removed’ from their local school | 
~~ environment. Thus this.approach poses ‘serious problems: in situatioris . 
where pupils are mainstreamed, i.e., are enrolled in special classes for’ 
part of the day om participate in regular, eneeeee. the remainder of the 
‘day. 
‘A third option, and one that is ‘aged by severei. states, involves 
reimbursement for excess cost. ‘Under this ‘type of’ program, the state. a oe 
- designates certain categories of ‘students: and ‘Programs for which special ; 
-. reimbursement will be provided. Accounting procedures are developed to 
permit local unitg to deté@rmine the- added cost of: providing these educa~ , . 

tional services./ The state then reimburses a ‘local unit for all, or a 
| . “certain, verges e, of its added cost. A major. advantage of excess cost 
programs is Phat \the-money is spent, on the intended children and programs, | 
‘and only. those expenditures - ‘that: have’ béen incurred are reimburged. Added 
cost programs, however, generally require substantial state regulation. . 
and-.control over the curriculum and. instructional techniques, at least for - _ 

those programs See oe ‘are made. Like-the previous. .° 
method, this proce 60 may tend to discourage mainstreaming beckuse 
> "the. coats involved are much more. difficult to identify and aggregate. 


Summary Pe ys, 4 2 ee 


a a ; Pupil weighting systems, dese tes. the chalenie difficulties involved 

in determining the. appropriate weights,’ attempt to equalize educational. . 
resources based on.the varying needs of individual students. The ¥ »¥ 

distribution ‘of students with exceptional needs requiring special progr ms 
with added cost’ is not spread uniformly among the local districts of a — 

- state. Since some local units will always have higher concentrations of" ; 
‘pupils who need relatively costly educational programs, it would be. well -:. 
for state. school financing programs to make some allowance for these dif- 


ferences. While rf use of cost indices to allocate funds among, local . q 


units, has certain limitations, the use of cost indices for statewide 
a4 planning pyrposes is. particularly helpful. When compared with other 
> . alternatives, the use of pupil weighting systems and the development of 
_;: ‘aecurate cost indices will enable gtate peace makers to estimate much” 
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- needed on a state-by~state basis to identify various upil pop ulations, - * ane 
the. Sita aad cane 

of exceptional children. : Ba fw a , 


-Prowketond of the Idaha ‘Code : fo 7 oe, go = ae ee . 


exceptional ‘children by provfiing programs within the school district, 
‘by contracting with another/district for the education of such chifd _ 
blic or private institutieh approved by: the .. 
‘provide educational. services to exceptignal |... 
énal children are educated by another school NV - 


state board of education 
-e children. When excep 


to the ecedving district. When a child is educated in some ‘other 
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_ more. “accurately he eaount Se revenue paeied: to. provide adequately for ~ 


the Seca educational needs of.‘all children. Although a few states @”. 
ully, implemented pupil weighting systems, additig mal research is 


_and: to develop and evaluate progres désigned to meet 


a ’ 
_* 


Part IV; Idaho' 8 Provisions for ravealing ae 
a eo nie : Piel Exceptional Children. 
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Two types of eel eicnea govern Idaho" 8. exceptional chit prograns.\ j 


One set of provisions | is embodied. in the Idaho Code; the second. set of 


eovie® ns is‘ fouptl in cise Rules and. Regulations oe “the Idaho State 
Board o: aaa ai - 2 SR 


e. ee. : . 


The Idaho Code eaxes each public’ adhosl district Por ede , 
providing for. the ~education and training of exceptional pupils. who 
reside in that district (33-2001). - Exceptional children are those 
whose handicaps’ ‘or capabilities are so great that they- xrequtre special 


education and services if they are _to sdevelop to their fullest Rapacity 


(33-202). This definitjon inclu es children who are handicapped. by  . \ 


_.physidal, mental, emotional, or er impairments as well.as academically _ 

talented children (33-202). Spedial services. include those provided by ° 
ecértified special education teache , teacher aides, visiting teachers 

' gerving homebound students, speeg 
‘gocial workers, schdol psycho Zistd, And ‘psychqlogical examiners, as 


therapists, hearing therapists, - school 
well as supervisors, and, direc prs “Of epee ee programs (33-2002)... 


‘School diptrtoes may dis arge their aeeponsibility for sdueneee 


or by contracting witha 


district. the child's district-of residence t's obligated to pay tuition 


approved public or private agency, the district of ‘residence is. 


authorized to pay tuition ‘as. well as the sum of state and county funds. . 
- received for the weighted average daily attendance of that child; 
However, the total: amount .paid cannot exceed the cost actually “incurred. 


by tlte agency atin no case may exceed 4.8 times the state averaee, cost 
factor. as weighted student (33-2004). a 


the atatrict a8 reimbursed by. the state for 80 aa of the salaries. of 
fe r| 7 . hy « 9 of 


. he : ; as P ‘ 
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Y special Aue at services ane provided by a ae district, 


‘ENC. by the: exceptional: child sparsity: factor, and add to ‘that amount the state...” 


oe: 


. e : - . Oo . é . 5 eke 3 . amid ae “ 
_ ancillary personnel engaged in providing services to exceptignal ‘children, 
1. -(33-2005A),. aidaho's "foundatign program" for state-school support e 

‘3 | dncludes the, gendral educational foundation program, the foundation . ° 

., transportdtion program,sand the . foundation exceptional ‘education: program. 
(333004). Reimbursement of 80 percent of the allowable salaries of... . 
, .certified personnel, teacher -aides' and directors and supervisors ©. - eg? s 
“| constitutes the foundation program for exceptional. education. The state. 
also pays the full cost of social a rie and retirement -for local school ' 
‘disttict personnel, including those, who work in programs for. exceptional 


chgldren.. 2 6. 7 — _¢ Be  #, 
eH - -The foundation program for general education includes a series of -- 
Bie weighting factors which are applied to the district's average: daily 
_% attendance. These include an elementary grades sparsity factor, a =» * 
secondary grades sparsity factor, an excepttonal child sparsity, factor, | 
a _a kindergarten sparsity factor, and a secondary school cost factor, 


> Ekementary schéols (grades -1 through 6) with less. than 300 students in- 
“average daily attendance are given a weighting factor ranging from 1.10 
~ for enrollments from:200 to 299 to.a factor of 1.25 for-enrollments of |. . 
-.-less than 100. Secondary schools with less than 750 students in average 
.’. ‘datly attendance receive.a weighting ranging from 1.10 for each student 
for enrollments front 500*to 749 students to a weighting of 1.70 for, 
secondary schools with enrollments of less.than 100 students. The | 
“exceptional child sparsity factot "is applied on a district-wide basis, 
_ nét-a school basis., Districts:with t r more. excéptional children 
> + ‘Yeceive a*weighting factor of 1.60 for eakh exceptional child in average. ~~ 
3,daily attend nce; those with enrollments Qf four to. nine: exceptional van 
i ee weighting factor of, 1.705 an@ those with, less than - Par a 
i. fdur exceptional children receive a wéighting factor of 1.80. for each + ~ ' s: 
- .” child in: average daily attendance. . @he kindergarten sparsity factor pYro-_ 
 pvides a weighting of .55 for each district with 40 or more children ip a 
' average daily attendance in kindergarten; a weighting of .65 for — 
kindergargen enrollments of from.28 to 39 students; and a weighting. of 
',75 for kindergartem-enrollments of legs than 28 students. In addition” | 
to the, secondary grade sparsity factor, a secondary cost factor of .30 .- * 
is provided for each student‘in average daily attertdance‘in a secondary - 
.. school (33-1002). - ~ = a Oe os 


s 


¢ 


_& 
oS +t apt c 


. In summary, two, types of state support are provided: for programs for .| 

’ exceptional children. First, districts are reimbursed for 80 percent of 
_the approved cost of ‘salaries paid. ‘to teachers, aides, and other angillary. — 
“personnel. involved in providing educational services to exceptional children. ° 


Second, a.portton of the state, county’and loca} f ds generated by the':-° 4 
state's foundation progeam are attributabl~to the weightings fillowed for | 

_ + the @xceptional child sparsity factor. To determine the portion of the- 

’ . general foundation program which may be allocated to special education, — - 

' .  4t ig necessary to prorate the aye and county contributions, to the sar . 
‘. foundation program in-accordance w th “the ratio of a district eae. 
_/ ADA..associated with-exceptionall ¢hild programs to the district's total, 7 e 
.. weighted ADA. - --. 4 eS 6G ee a ae 


. To determige the’ anount of revenue available for. special education inn 

each school district, it is necessary to deterthine the amount gf the total’ \ ny aes 

IC. ' general foundation program revenue ‘which representa the. revenue generated es 
t ». = 


oe. 


‘information eoncefning revenue generated. under the. general foundatton.... 
program and: the’ ancillary personnel allowance (foundation exceptional 
education program) for (1976-77. for. ‘the: districts’ included An’ the — 
for this eed _ oe 


a ms ; eS eo ' ee ae 
- aid provided. an galartes “of anci} laty personne}, Table: 1 provided os 


_ 
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; Adnintetrative Rules and Regulat ish - eo ee ts, iy 


The Idaho. Code. assigns the State. Board of Education ‘vessonsibiiley 
for” (1) establishing a unit to administer programs ‘for exceptional 
‘children, (2) establishing programs and setting standards for programs 
for exceptional children, (3) establishing a research. program to evaluate: 
such programs and (4) formulating and rev@ing regulations and standards ies y 
for such programs. (33-2003). The State Bodrd of Education has formulated ' 
and published. administratfve rules .and regulations: for special | education. 
‘programs in Idaho. The rules and regulations in efféct. for the. 1976~>77 7 

- school year were revised and modified prior to the 1977~78 school year. 
The most’ Significant changes in the ‘administrative rules, at least for 
purposes df this study, involved changes in staff-student ratios: and in 
pppzoved Pp ogram ‘models. , : Ne 

‘In, 1976-77 the paximin allowable eueoi iment: in ali approved. classes. “a 
except these: for severely emotionally disturbed, trainable mentally . . 2&3 
retarded antl multiple handicapped students was 12 students per teacher of. .. 

"18 students per teacher if a full-time teacher aide was employed, - In. 
programs for. severely emotionally. disturbed, trainable mentally retarded. . 
and multiply handicapped studerfts, eight students per teacher was, the . 
maximum - allowable’ enrollment, or 12 studénts with a full-time aide. A 


Fd 


ae vlimit’ of “5 percent of the school : énrollment ‘was* placed on the number of ° 


students who could be. classified as having Learning disabilities | and on 
enrollment in gifted and™alented programs. -The approved program models™ 
' ¢ in 1976-77 were residential services, self-contained classroom, itinerant”. 
. services, resource -room, resource teacher, Glagnostte: services, and ~ 
4 eer pestens ? ao ore. 3 ok . a 2 = 
For 1977-78, staff-studgnt | se rconned: ratios sng’ Sebabiiched fox. 
-_Tesource soc and self-con ined: ode programs , ag follows. 


ey Redouxce Model: vad and ‘Moderate . : Without Aide--12 
, ee 8G er “With Adde----A18 


“ Régource Model: - Severe . a . & “Without hidesnee? 
- ee ee gee oe me 38 With hideei2 
> ig. a  $e1f-Contained ‘Model: Moderate “se _ Withour "Aide--12 tae Ay gp #4 
a ; ; aa oF iy oe OU With Aide------8 a ~ 
id _ ae . * 7 oe _ ae ee, , a . ae 7 
".@- Self-Contained Model:. Severe, or Without ‘Aide-—~6 . 
er or oe ae Hise Aide-----10 
a) , os ie . . 
» . 7 [3 
e ae aA 
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- a ae - a4 wt Raeua 
‘ 7 ae = . ‘ 7 td ; a) 
* ‘ Z s : ow e > * . ; ie ‘. a ne = 
oY ees : ree eas: aN 
a a st ‘ 
: i: ae ? &. 
* » . ota ' sia. 
Hi e : 
a hi Sra 5 : 7 odd “¢ 
: Table l & wick 2 
* Revenue: for Special Eiigatisn from State, County: and. Local ' - oe 
"Sources APenmaseton Program): for Saeple. Piste tete 1976-77 a ee 
‘« . Foundation | .. siGeanee .for ae Funds 
ma apes ,.. ‘Weighted Program’ * Ancillary {for Special * 

‘School District “ADAX_—*—s Allowance Personnel -_-_ Education a 

' Group A. eae : es oe “Gel : a. _— 

Meridian #2 722.55 “$449,274 $302,652 - § hrc 7 

Pocatello #25 1,001.39 - 628,872. "$47,735 - 1,176,607.” + ee 
Bopner #82 . _. * 339.90° 211,346, ° ~ 204,914 416,260. 2. wy 

_, Idaho Falls #91 "— 780.74 - 485 ,456 441,587 + gay? 043. — 
- Cassia #151 103.49 - 64,349 . 87,71 "152,059 
‘' “Orofino #171 131.71 81,896 73; 1p2 155,088 . : 
Fremont #245 * 345.81 215,021 191,462 _ 406,983 © 
Gem #221 | - 18.59 11,559 50,418 61777 & 7 3 eg 
/ Grangeville #241. «153,57 95 ,488 13,009 - 168 ,497-. at 
Minidoka #331 . ‘200.99 © 124 ,973 124,195 * 249,168. et aia 
Kellogg #391 - 173,51 107 ,887 93,801 ' 201,688 
Group B a) AES ; 7 ane . : 
Bear’ Lake #33 - 49.31  ., 30,660. , 47,046 77,706 “ 
St. Maries #41 . "118.67 73,788 . 72,011 145,799 st io 
Shelley #60 144.73 89,992 - 70,764 - ~. 160,756. “Hs, 
Blaine #61 100.82 _. 62,689 98,133" 169 822 a 
Boundary #101 | 126.41 ~ 78,601 7, 699°. 1564300. i . 
Arco #11L 64.16 ~ 39,894 50,314. «90,208 | 
Middleton #134 © 28.85 17,939 =0¢ "17,9198 a SS . 
- Eastside #201 164.62 102,359 68,1146 =“) ~10, 473". ae BE oa | ah 
Wendell #232. - 31,92 19''848 24,008 * ~:~ 43,856°°..., * 
Salmon. #291 oe 140.19 . 87,169 74,72) 161,890 
Atterican Falls #381 86.92 | 54,046 . 64,15 118,200 , °° 
- Buhl #412 eon 7 2478° 2. 45,408 | * 16,864 "32,269 - 

‘Group. - ee Be Be oe ie Ge ay 
Challis #181 86.18 53,586 +. 30,297 WN683 
Glenns ‘¥erry #192 ; 35.20 21,887 + 20,526 ey AOGAEY, OP Oe ae 
“Ririe #252 © © 57,60 - 95,815. 26,298 62,113 © ee Ee ahs 

" valtey #262., 19,20 14,938": -@- ** 11,938 rae 
Whitepine #284 87.72 54,543" LP, 596 100 , 139 pose 
Kamiah #304 . 28,80 ~ 17,998 » 10, 390 128,298 _—— rs 
Sugar-Salem #322 ~ 46.40. 28,851 24,422 "53,273 
Lapwai #341 0; 77.44. —, 48,151 33,215 81,366 - Hi 
Oneida #351 , 38.03 36,083. — =m, 29,254 Leaew ce _° 
Marsing #363°° 3. > 8,84 5,497 -0- - 5,497 + 
New Plymduth #372 57.82 “435,952. - 41,641 57,593. \ 

Teton #401 123.40 _ -76,729 52,971 i29,700 . : 

Cascade #422 * 3@.00 ie 22,385 13,663 ' 36,048 ie 3 ; 
Grou » . : 7 ; 7 t - ones 
Meadows Valley #11 “15,98 . $ 9 he { 7,563 $ -17,499 "7. . 

Garden Valley #71" 25.60 15,918. ‘14,913 30,831 
Camas #121 | 19.20 © 11,938. ~ 8,520 20,458 

Notus°#135 °. - 1.67 , - 1,038 -0- 1,038 © 
‘North Gem #149 ¢ — -0- =O 3,778 3,778 
Clark #161 28.64 , (17,808 10,616 28,424. 

Wortey #275- . 30.40 18,902 - 20,089 38,99 
Midvale #433. - 17.60. 10,943. 2,688 ik 13; 63 
A lricludes spectal education (canenagtes a. 
Source: Special Education Report "to the® Ldaho. legistazure, January, 1978. 
. . " = . ; ; 
~é, 7 eure : : 
a] a] . : 67, 


“For purposes Be tate! ‘Aube only, earolinenk of sequence with - Searhlne 

disabilities a not: to exceed : 3.5 percent. of the ‘school: age population. 
’ For: ‘distrieta whieh-wereé funded’ for ‘over 3.5 percent of the. school age ‘ 
population withaaearning ° disabilities in 1976-77, the: a fetlowtea nel ent 


maximums were "peebiteheds” ‘ 


i 
ton. ‘* ae 


- 


a 4. 


1977-78: £45. percent of school. age population 
_ | 1978-793. 4 percent: of school age ‘papuilation 
| ee ae 


ae 1979-80, and. thereafter: 3,5. percent. of school age ‘population’ 
oe ae  (akthough exceptions will be made -to:. these 
oe 27%. as a . oa student. enrollment’ limits’ where warranted |. 
‘ Se eo ge by. edroumstances, established. through an 
ee a Sa | ke - appeal procedure) " fa ok og 
ee Se,  e * Jo a . fe ay 


; ‘oR ght program: dattvery: ‘models were identified cethe Rules. and Regula = 
ye “thong for 1977-78. _ They may be defined. briefly as follows: . 


stneeditees Progran Model. This iieide1 is’ ‘uppllemsntaey ‘to %the, 


Se.) pegular classrootge: The regular classroom teacher has major. 
hd responsibility. fdr" the educational: program of the'student.. °: 
ae ’ The regource program. teacher works in’one or more school a 


“puildings (or districts) and: provides direct services to 
exceptional students. which supplement those provided by the, 
“regular. clagetoct teacher. 


(Gifted/Talerited Model. This model may.” nee either ‘ine. . 

school or out~ of-school educational programs individualized cae ts 

to meet. the specific needs and -abilities of gifted or : ey 

'. talented students. Five. program: configuratfons . are “tdentified - ‘ 
and the student is expected to ‘spend a minjmum of, five ‘to eix 

- ours per we k ih a program which ‘has a: Aferentiated cur-— 
riculim not avatlable in the neon SlaSer OO a 


wwe 


- Self- Conta ned Prograt. Model In.this ‘model the, special educa, 
‘tion teacher ‘has major responsibility’ for the students’ educa- 3 = 
tional program, although students within this’ model are ay ie q 

a “generally: integrated. into ‘the regular educational Shikai to. OE ag BP ee gE 

ae extent possible. ‘ oe . a ae se Ae 


*. 


Secondar Vocationa Program Models This model involves a? ee ee 
instruction in academic skills related to pergonal and -voca~:: es 
tional areas, training in- prevocattonal or Vocational skills, ne 
experience in community or school work stations, and/or: one 
' the-job pacer: ; ; "< 


Sd 
mn 
e 


7. re Itinerant. Services Model. ip ‘this model a consulting teacher 

_ * & ye - provides back-up. support ° to the special and/or regular educa- 
tional personnel serving exceptional children... It also 

_ includes | ‘speech and language instruction provided. by a com- — 

munication gTsondere: james as either individually or an 


‘-ehall’e groups. ‘Educational Pee provipied: to homebound, 
2 students also fall within this model. es sae oar 


 & Contractual: Model. - “In this model a Senool disteice which: is ~ 
. ee _pnable to provide special programs for exceptional | children ‘age’ 
| _ ‘may’ contract ‘with other” ide aide or Agencies. to: de aoa such..." 
—- services: . : ; os 
a ee : <Spachal. ee Model. . Districts may develop programs specially ~ . an 
“4. .# *  -designed to.meet the. needs, of. exceptional students. - Special —. af 


a » 7 : ., design ‘programs must be: “approved oe, by thé State Depaee | 
JB. ment of Educationa o oe et “ae on as 


. : 
oo a. . 


8  nestdenctatsfhrvices Model: Children served in’ thie. modél ate” 
Seas yt Oe: g placed. in a state-operated | residential hospital. or school when-' 
. we sy Sit js 4 decided that this: ds: the most dt ie akin ae 
_ 7 - Retiaey personnel ratfos ‘also; -were modified ‘tor. the 1977-78 school 
‘year. For purposes “of state reimbutsement, the following: ratios of >. 
ene titer) peremnes to student.’ enrollment were established: 
Ancillary Personnel. : au , “ Ratio . Pec 


[ec a et 2 oe, 
ee Ban PR Ge . School Psychologist: a 1/2 000, a 


"Communication Disorders eae 1/2, 000 — Bae, gs UE 
—~ a ; : 8 fee, a i . : caer . gn . “ - 
7 ne e Social Workers fe. 1/2, 000 2 ie * 
Be 7 _ — 2, ie 24 . 
7 oe ee * audiologists 


1/6 1000 


ee ae ee ‘Facilitator of, ci fted-talented oan al, 000." 
ae 4 2, oi Bee, 

: Director of Special Educatton ae 1 for eagle: diatrict or AY 
Ae 2 a4 6 Meow. 7) 3 . combination, of districts ens 
i a re sa, SE 7 oo aS with.10-special , education 
2 es "te ‘eee oS nt a : aa programs. and ‘two or more.’ 
ee, ee eee ae eee OS RS ee mupportive ‘prograne .. < 


me - ‘Supervisor of Special Education 1 for each group of 45% 
Bo we ee  speedal education programs 
ee ae ey ef ee -«. J and/or supportive personnel . 
ah ee ee . a es in addition to. thom for 
Te ee OE _ | Got . .. the Director’ of Special - 
Education ° a 


, 

% 
2° 

“ 


ow. 2, . Consulting Teathers «= |... 4. for each gnotip “of 15* .. 

ne Sg gk ee . 8 special” “éapedtion programs | 
. Psychological Examiner. = a . for the. first. ‘two ‘Sehool . 

ror 7 - A. Ye . psychologists. and 1 addi~ - 

: 2 Pe a Ss tonal examiner ‘for: each” 

aT a o. © tae’ =~ a ws Boe three additional school. ” 

BA roe ronandb ene a : aera a : ae 2 . % 


a 


a ~.° 
ERIC *f 


oo Comat tone, ‘anid the like. . — _ ee ein 


a we used datg@ collected “ én school district operations for the 1976-77 school. 
‘yyear. The. 1976-77 school year was chosen. because, (1) it was believed that . 


d, By ulation: arid“Sam ie 


a ‘would.-be ‘tepresentative. of..the total population, ‘geographic. regions and . 


‘ tion with officlals of the State Department of Educatign, :to use the — 


- districts in the [state were q vided™ ‘into four groups according: to the 


Instructional aide-student ratios have also ‘poen aitablished’ aa, ©” 


Model he. = + Hfuinber “of Students 
4 et 7 Mild and Moderate | +a2 VSver ove . 
Resource Model , Severs . . oe : “10: or. more» - 
“ "ge1f-tontained. Model: “Méderate<° - “15 or more |, 
| "Self-Contained Model! oat 8 ee mote - = co 
2 . clEted/Talented re - ane _ M0 orore = - : 


warrant. Such miveunseances might include ‘unusually “Large aumbera’ ‘of severely 
' handicapped students, extensive travel. requirements, geographic . sand ‘road” 


{ 
Part V. “Methodology cane 


we 


ae this study of: exceptional edidees progratn costs: ‘and cost. indices 


‘the data were most complete for that: year: “and -(2). data were being - - 
collected. ‘for that year for other related studies’ of the Idaho state support 
program. and our use of the same base year would allow for comparability.” 
between * ye Reeth tee of this wal and other prmaten - ; 

es. 


ay 


. The poaulation for this study was all of he public: school districts 
-4n-the State of Idaho during 1976-77. Since we ‘could not study. all: ago! 
districts, our first task was.to. select a sample of school districts which 


‘sizes of school districts in the state. The choices were. to: either ‘select 
an independent sample ‘or use the sample previoudty ‘selected. for use in 
other studies the state ‘guppart program. .It was ‘decided, in: consulta- Se. 


‘ previously selected state sample. This sample would fincide with other. 
studies and facilitate comparison of data, findings: and ‘conclusions. ee a 


The ‘gampleé. of 45 ‘getiool districts was selected Gata. a ‘ weatietical 
procedure of sequential randomness with. forced. apportionment ; as described 7 
’ in the Interim Report of the daho School Finance Study’ -All school — a 


_ acourlee 8 dente in. average “daily aeeeutanee: ne D. As Y.  DistPicts. were 
; -r'gelecteds iors samp le. from. each of the four. groups so’. that perce ee. ee 
Wise, the composition of the sample’ accurately reflected the total 2° / “iy. ¢ 
population of districts in the. state. -Geographic ° representation was) ee 
‘assured by selecting, at “least one school district from each county. This, ee ae 
_ necessitated selecting the uni fied county district in each’ sub-group CS ee 
gg such a district were represented. in that group... Following is a display ~ 
=” of. the data on group a ‘percentages ‘anc number of’ districts selected: 


"aie "Districts. in 


.: ADAof | °°. <* .. Each Group, %Z of. .- No. of Districts eee 
-. + School District ‘Group - 1976-77 - . Total “in Sample by a 
oho Pua 3 a a ee ee (os es a er 
2,000 or more — A oO Te 24.8°° ul i . 2 
eo G601 008 Rk Be OP ee ARE eg, 
we Et 3908789 es OT 82 80 ta 
<A jenoe  Hae ay eS ith I Be + 
ao Total 105.0 100.0 WS in we 


" f As the study i oueensed and © we began! to sbeais data ‘on ‘xcs Clonal: 

- child programs in’ the sample. districts, the’ gample size’ was reduced to 

40 districts because data were not.available from five-districts. One - . 

- district from Group B, two" districts from Group.C and two districts ‘from 
Group D were eliminated because they either did not operate-.a program for. 
“exceptional children that was ‘not shared with another’district or 
contracted, or the exceptional program cost data were not readily available — 
or were inconsistent’ with : other reported: data. Therefore, our study of - =: + 
expenditures and funding: patterns in programs for: exceptional children was _ 

_. . based ‘on data collected from 11-Group A districts, 11 Group B districts, — 

+ 12 (Group e districts, and -6 Group ‘p districts. Table 2 shdéws. the districts © a 
__ Ancludedsin, the sample, the county in which the district.is located, the ~ *. *-.: 
district's full, term ALD.A.. -:and the assessed value of property~per A. D. A. 
for each district. . ; 


‘es 


4. - The aunibes and types ‘of excep tional children mexved’ on ae 1, ioe So 
-1977 by the districts included. in. the sample are shayn in. Table 3.° PY Rae es 

should be. emphagiged that children were. ‘rarely - ‘gtoup d on the” pasiof 

their hand Res conditions.41° the district programs.’ In fact,: the*” oie 
typical resource foom or. self-contained special élagsroon contained . ihe ae 

children with var ous handicaps. . The data presented in Table 3, howdver,. ry 

; provide an indicat ion ofthe distribution of various handicaps. Chiddren, .. : 
_.with learning diss pilittes. comprised the largest category, ‘accounting for - 
’ over 37-percent off the total wexceptional child count. in the Sample“of : © ; 

districts., ‘Childreg’ with speech or language disordets were the next 

. largest. group, accounting for over 32 percent of the total’ exceptional 

_* @hild ‘count.’ ‘The educable mentally. retarded category accounted for over — 

r OL a. ere ‘the: total. and the al category: included ‘over 9 Percent, 
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a a ee ee rr pr eae dees atc ae, fanaa 
: i a a~ Se ier ee ae 
ee ae ee hs ae . ve 3 
as er . Nak ah ae) 8 a % oo 
3 : a 
Bese : m -*o a ws 
nis : . ‘ . o.. 
ae a Tehle 2 a ” 
Idaho Schoo Husertcea ‘Inc luded- ‘in the Sample for 
the REeeRetnnAr’ Children ‘Program Finance Study . iY 
is . _ . ae 
ou . oR de ee oe «Full Term “hasesaed Valiie 
. ‘District and District No. County 7 Ae Dee” Per A.D.A. 
Group A . a ae : : “yb . ; 
TT. Kellogg “3é.4391" Shoshone,,..| ° 2,718. * $11,639 
“Qe "Grangeville Jt.-241 . Idaho: 2,122. 10,035 
vs, 34 Cassda County Jt.-151. - Cassia "4,492 9,802 | 
- 427 Bonner County-82 - - _ Bonner ’ 4,265 8,716 
. "5, Fremont County: Jt.-215 Fremont °2,373 8,51} | 
“6. Gem County Jt.-222 "Gen — 8 cnaee 7,897 * 
7..Idaho Falls-91 -° » Bonneville "8,999 . 7,779 ° 
8. Mihidoua Coungy* Jt. 331 ‘Minidoka =. + 4,335 - ' 7,162 
"9. Pocatello-25 . wie. . Bannock - 115735 '- 6,310", 
10.‘ Orofino Jt.-171 j “Clearwater ‘2,332 °° 5,949. 
11. Meridian. Jt.-2 Ada "81288 ce 5,891. | 
i Total or Average = "54,026  § 8,154 : 
a ie fuse a Ses 
Group B Se ote aes : oe 
1. Blaine-61 | : vos ’ Blaine 1,540 $28,318 . . 
@. American. Falls. Jt. 381 Power . oe §70 . o 7 21,922 ++ * 
' 3. Boundary County-101 ; "Boundary... » 386° - — 212,775 Doo 
Y Arco Jt.-111 °°. Butte a "802 Perec ; 
‘O75. Bear Lake County-33,_ ‘Bear Lake » 1,530 11,255) 
“6. Buhl Jt.-412...  - . Twin" ee 1,382 - - 9,765 
"7.-Salmon-291 |” 7 Lemhi "gad 9, 215° 
8. St. Maries Jt. =) ae -_ ‘Benéwah - » 364 7,904 
9, Wendel 1-232 .., Gooding * “07-801 7 "701" 
10. Pre’ton:201 Franktin -° 2 1, 681. a 4,412. 
“11. Shelley Jt.-60 5. . Bingham, ELE 6,037 
"tt Me Jota or Average = Yh 99% - “32, 094 
: or sae eo aoe a Seahics mot 2 . 
. - Group GC o2s vt a : ; ie : a 
"T..Ghanng., Forty feqise. Lptmore 2 583, «$22,264 
“2. *Castide=422 -  Valleye?s 307) 18,9470 
3. Oneida County-351 ‘" Oneida Ye, "FMS. 13,570 
4. Shoshoné Jt,-312 ot) Lincodn srs 8409 = | 12,728 
5: Challis: Jt. 181. : “ Gujtey 469 12,032 
“6. Teton County-401 | Teton: 7 689: °.10,124 
7. New Plymouth372 | oe OA Payette” *-*12.590 : 1¥0, 070 -. 
B. Rirfe Jt,-252 .. |", Jefferson 2 912 "9,329. 
9, Sugar-Salem Jt. ay Madison te 9,242 .. 
10. Whitepine-284 : Latah % > 702.0: 9,123. 
“LL. Lapwai-341 _ Nez Perce “636 _ 1,166 
12. Kamiah Jt.~304 _ ; Lewis 7 715:- 6,028 
— Total or Average =. 7,055. earrer 
Group D dius — aa. a te 
"Le Midvale-433 ‘Washington — ~ 159 $38,503" 
2: Worley-275 | Kootenai 136 — 24,360. © 
3. Cafnas County-121 ~ - Camas - all ~ 20,508 
~ 4, Clark County-161 - Clark 209 20,101 _ 
5. Meadows Valley-11 , Adams 234 6 16,821 | 
6. Garden Valley-71 Boise 159 - 14,614 
4 ' "Total or Average = 1,108 $22,485. | 


a, 


/ 


a : cs : a +. 
a Boo : Os F 
a ” , 3 > : 4 a 3 he . 
o ES eee ane a) on o8 Cie : Seon te 
ee 3 a. k ” . : aor q ” ce ‘ ‘i 
4 : i Exceptional dnitdee Being Served by. Sema “School Districts. Within — a: aa. of ‘Noveuber h “yn 
, e "4 * _ 2 é . A 
ad : oe 4 _ Educable - Preinnia eee Y = ane, 
. a a 1 Learning’ ~ - Mentally Mentally Beictomatiy “Seech/ . “Ward of. . hittieiiy -Orthdpadteatiy, Dea f- 
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one purpose of thts ‘ redaiverewaa, to: derigWiprogram coste and. indices 
for exceptional children programs. im.Iddho. “The first task was to determine: . 
what eqnstituted*a program for purposes of this study, ‘There .were several 
options available including defining ‘programs according to. handicap 
condition, i.e., educable mentally retarded, hard af hearing, e fonally - 
‘disturbed, learning: disabled, and so forth. As Idaho's exceptional 


: ease nents “¢ idten programs tend to be organize rourid_delivery_systems—and- = 
Re aa oa handicap, it was. determined that. the mo t logical definition: of what- 


institutes .a program should be ‘centered on the delivery “hig nd-, 
se etity Devers 


- The reporting system: ised an “Idaho during . 1976-77 * éauinad that. school 
‘districts réport exceptiom&1 children ‘enrolfments, teachers, .teacher aides, 


= classroom hours and: other information in the following. ‘three basic areas: ~ 
‘ _, Communication Disorders, Gifted and Talented, and Spécial’ Education. - Data. 
, ". . available from the: Communication, Disorders Enrollment . Form included: 
| Level “of Program: . Kindergarten, sicnentary,ecandaty” . ‘ 
« is _ oe a “Type ‘Of Prosvans” Itinerant, ‘Regular Schedule, Individual, y 
: est i = ‘. —_ _ Single Building Block Schedule, Group: 
Severity: “Mild, Moderate, ‘Severe ar gee — 7 oo i 


°8 


Comupscatton Handt.cap: Articulation, Language Disorder, 
. ee Di@order, Deaf, Hard of - 
es mo “AA Meatins, Voice Disord , Other, °- 
ry 3 Lt : . 6 . . 
A review of these forms indicated that in each school djetrict with a 
Communication Disorder program a mix of students generally was served by 
'« each special teacher, e,.g., there. were students: with articulation problems, 
fluency disorders, etc., in each classroom or program. ‘Furthermore, many 
districts had a mix of program types, 6.g., itinetant, individual, block’ 
schedule, etc. Given this mix and array of programs and’ students it 
clearly was not feasible to determine program costs. on the. basis of either: 
*- the type of program. or the faype of communication handicap. Consequently, 
we decided to calculate program ‘costs by level of program:  K-6 (elementary) | 
and ie (secondary) ; _ and by. severity:. mild, ‘moderate, and severe, The ~ 
base used was to compute.a program cost df five or more programs . of 
a given classification existed among the 40 districts that constituted the . 
-sampl@. Some examples" * classifications whyre eae or ‘more Pree 
- existed, are: 


Communication, Disdrders--Elementary os "Bh. “J _* « =? 
Se, 2. 4: ad. . dh 
Communication Disorders--Secondary er ee _ ‘ 


‘4° 


a. a ; : Conituni cation Disorders--Klementary : Mild-Moderate er ern SO 


ERIC. 8. 


? x et io hoe a f Rie 
ao : oe ae 
rae <a $ ee 

. 2 Py OS 4. : , i oo, BE Sn tl GR SE 
ae : _. ae a a ce Sy 
; The Gifted and zatentedjinrolinent £ form provided information. oe 
: : ae . a. taf Pits ‘ 


‘eo _- 


evel of Program: Kindergarten; Primary, Internediate, Jr. 
a Bish, ‘Sr. High He 


a 


eee, Med 


iT nfe of Progam: Keadcahg Creative, “Visual-Pex forming Aree, ba Pee 


- * Leadership, Combination, Other .. . : oe a ge 
. --$ince- eG re talentda programa: ‘ eended: ee eee iat a 
- - classified ‘by typeclof program, i.e., academic, creative.,. leadefship, ett., 
" 4t was-not feasible to further. réfine the costs of. these programs. ° The 
level of program in*each district tended to be- identified as elementary™ 
(K-6). or secondary (7-12); therefore, this classification was used in 
réporting ‘Gifted’ and eres ‘Program costs... aie ; . 4 Le 


. The Sobetai Edacation eirtiwant Form provided the most useful ° informe " 
tion and data used in this study. . Exceptionality. type’ (e.g., LD, EMR, TMR, 
atc.), both major and other, was listed for each student, but as explained’. 
_. previously, students with different types of exceptionality tertded to be _:- 
combined in classrooms and we were more interested'in the program delivery: 
‘system than in’ the exceptionality; therefore, | program. costs were not 
computed acpording to exceptionality. ee es q ; 
‘Type of delivery system was specified on. this form ae wag categorized 
* ‘as. follows: ; : a 


- 


Se)f-Contained ae Résource Room’ a | ; oenee: 7 
Special Design — - _*Home~Bound Se 
Work Study. ae 8 ronereer : 


a 


' As contract. progYans were a. separate and distinct category of progratis 
studied, they were not analyzed in this phase’ of the research. - The majority 
of special education delivery pragrams were found in the resource room _ 

and ' ‘self-contained types of programs. ‘There were not enough work study 
‘programs “to meet our Tower limit of five pro s, thus, work- tudy .program - 
costs are-not reported. Although there were only three. iomebo{ind programs 
included ‘in the sample, we have reported their costs for inforational — 
purposes. Six special design, programs were included in ‘the sample and, 

ener’ costs are pevosted later in this section, — ee 


3 - Level ae propei: also was i dicated on the Special Educa on “Enrollment | 
“Form and: included Kindergarten, Me tary (1-6), Secondary (7- 13) and, 

, Ungraded. Because most kindergarten pupils tended to be included with 

ve elementary pupils, we combined these. two categories and called it 

4 Blementary (K-6). - Again, when five or more programs existed at a given 

* level (Elementary, Secondary, or Ungraded) , we compere’ arid reported ene 
oe costs. . 


the ase élassification system of interest in ‘this acing was ‘the’ 
“aéllarity s$atus of each exceptional child. Several combinations were Found 
in'the‘data. Where the enrollment form tended to report predonfinantly one | 
severity level (mild, moderate, or severe); we computed | he program cost on - 


a ® 


ny 


v 


. Data ‘Collection ‘aad. snaiysis 
| =afesting Programs | 


“4 a eo on te es zg gs 
. P el ; a . - ao 


- diate séverity level. | However. ‘many “échool districts vanotted classroons 
with an “approximately equal” mix of mild, moderate’ and seVere students; 

thug, the data tables later in the resort will show .a breakdown of oa. 
for &self-cofitained classroom with mild, moderate and severe : ‘students 


- as well. as other combinations where we found. five ‘ot: hore’ programs. 
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_. * The aanerally accepted Scbewtice for deriving. program costs is ‘to! 
identify, and attribute~ of the costs associated with an educational 


- program ‘and calculate: the total program cost. There are two distinct. 
steps in this’ process~~at ributing direct costs to programs and attributing | 
‘ indirect costs to programs. Direct program Ga are those costs that can- 


be directly: and logically assqciated witha pro a ear education, | they -. 


‘generally are those instructional costs that are incukred by persons. work= 


ius 


ing directly with students in a program. In this research, for example, “' : 


all teagher salaries and benefits. and all teacher aide salaries’ and 


(lary data ‘for teachers and aidew were cakent from. the ‘sample di 


: reports of ancillary personnel.. Since fringe benefits for. social. security 


and retirement are da? eae directly from the state and’ do not ap in. ° 
8 


any financial reports*submitted by local districts, we calculated the 


‘costs independently for each teacher, and aide. 


-Exceptional Child Funds Program Report (SDE 650-25) such as supplies, travel, 
” textbooks: and employee insurance were attributed to. all exceptional children.. 


. across all. pupile--general and special. 


4 


~Some-costs could not as ‘attributed dirett ly to a gpadttie enteneonat’ 
children program but could be attributed to exceptional children in the’ 


- district. Such costs included salaries and fringe benefits for special 


education directors and supervisors, ‘psychologists, social workers and . 
consulting teachers. ‘These cogts. were attributed directly across all- 
exceptional chifdren. Non-sal€ry ‘costs reported in the. General Fund,,. 


‘ a 


4 


benefits were attributed directly. to a program, . ee ote : 
stric 


ary 


im All: other costs which could not. Seeucenauly be attributed toa given on 


program or group o£pkograms were considered. indirect costs... General 


@fiministration (éentra office), building administration (principals) , 


teacher substitytes, librarians, audiovisual personnel, counselors, : 
secretarial . and. cleriqal personnel, attendance services, health services; 


plant. ‘operation, ‘plant maintenance, “and certain fixed charges were. congidered - 


categories of costs assumed. equally by all children ene were attributed 


“y 


? 


Th A pasic. objective of this part of the research was to. compare certain 


exceptional children program. costs with ‘regular children program.costs. . To 
obtain regular program costs, it was necessary to:subtract the costs reported 


'. 4n the Exceptional Child Funds portion of the: General Fund Report from the 


Total General Fund categories where duplicate account categories existed. 


~  ¢ ree — : . Jw 


a : . ee ° nn J tle 


- For exaipley:. there is an account number . "01-0110-031--Supervisore-r-district : 


. 1e@e1"which appears on both the General Fund (SDE-650~25). and : the As 


es ihe soon and director;salaries, teacher salar 6, psychologist 
s . 


st All direct an Indirect costs were. allocated to both regular ‘and : 


‘Exceptional Child Funds portion .of the General Fund report. If a‘achool’ 
district had " 


ty supervisor~-distyic levél" expenditeres reported for | 
exceptional children, this amount was subtracted’ from: the total reported | 


. for the entire general fund before attributing these costs: actoss regular ' 
pupils. Similar{ calculations were made for each account category that. _ 
-"- appeared on both reports. and it ‘could tbe assumed that they were’ separate . 
“and distinct costs ‘attribuggble to ejther general or exceptional programs. . — 


Other examples of this distinction weré account. categorieg relating to... 


laries, teacher. aide salaries, textbooks, and tedching supplies, 


Expenditures for transportation, food service, student body activities, 


. . 


“gommuni ty services, capital’ outlay, debt service and other. funds which ~ 
Would not be attributed. directly ‘or indirectly to either regular or = - 


_- exceptional children were. not included in the cost attribution computations. _ 
‘These expenditures }end to be cyclical and cannot be associated in any: - 


reasonable manner th a given: program or: group. of programs. They are =.’ 

‘separate programs that must’ be. cost analyzed indepefdently. SO He 2 
a —- a Pe ag a oy peg *  , 

‘Wo school district: reports--Approval of School District: Ancillary 


Personnel (Professional Personnel and Classroom Aides) and the Special” —— 23 © 


‘Education Enrollment Forms discusged earlier--allowed us. to match teachers © 


and aides with exceptional children programs. ‘The: ancillary personnel 


farms provided teacher and aide salaries.. ‘The special education enrollment 


-.forms provided the names of: students, teachers and aides. ~ In addition, ‘the _ 


‘enrollment form provided” the vitel information’necessary to calculate. the 
full time equivalent basis for each student. The number of hours a special © . 

. education student was in an exceptional program also was specified for each - 

. student. | . i rr re ee a ae cue 


v : 7 . ene : . . 
BAL ase 2 eo oe 2. o7 


“ae 


-_ . a. ~ 
‘The Full Time Equivalent Student. os _ " 7 7 
as a Unit of Measurfment' - > a 5 = | a 


exceptional pupils using a full-time equivalent (FTE) pupil basis. The 

#TE basis: makes it possible to sort out the portion of time’a student 
spends in' a special program from that spent in a regular program and" - 
allocate expenditures accordingly. Average daily membership (ADM) or — 
average daily attendance (Apa) » the conventional: methods of ‘counting pupils, ~ 
‘indicate only that a student is enrolled or attending school; they do’not.. _ 
“indicate the division of a dtudeht's time among and between various programs 
ox, subjects. . In ordér to adeurately determine program costs where students 


2 


_ divide’ their time’ between’ two. or more programs ,. it is necessary to-allocate:. _ ee 


costs between and among programs. = =§_—~ 


The -FTE student measure is sometimes confusing to those not familiar 
‘with its use: because it is not.the same.as a student headcount. If, for 
example, five students each spend 20 percent of their school day ina 
“resource room program,’ they would be equivalent to one- FTE student, ‘but * 
‘the headcount of students in the resource room program would be five. If 
‘the. same five students’ each spend 80 percent of their. school day in’the ‘ 
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regular _program,, shay: eon ine accivaient. to oe full time ‘equivalent 
- 23 students, but the headcount. ‘of: ‘students ‘would again be five. The use of at ay 
- “> +. the FTE. student affords a ‘way to avoid the pee of: en Solmtine: 

ee iE students. : oo a a 7 oo 

-We ‘eanweed ‘that. each student: netendad school 30° hours: see week .and 180° 
days per year. | While ‘this may not be precisely correct for all school | 
districts included. in the sample, | it wag necessary to “adopt. a standard: 
measure. of attendance for purposes of: attributing FTEs and. program: coats. oe 
and the assumption we made was a reasonable ‘one. By. definition then, an 
FTE student is one. who isin school 30 a per ‘Week; 180 ‘@aye ber year: 


‘To. illustrate the computation ‘of FIR taut unite and to” ‘sHow: how they 
are fused in cost -calculations,. ‘let's assume a school district reports: the 
‘following data on the distribution of. time of. students between regular: and - 
‘|. special progratis. and let us further, ‘assume ‘that. the cost of. the regular pro- ; 
gram, is’ $1000 per FTE. student and. the. cost: of the apertal, Program is $5000 , 


est FTE. atudent. 7 —— dg . a 
Ye, a? . 7 eT ae ote, ae 
ae - eta Prograin . Regular Peearan> 2 Progvati Cost/Student . ae 
eS Student .Hrs. /Wk. FTE. Hea fee _FTE. Special Regular .Total 
. A 30. 1.00. ee 0-. $5,000. 0. .$ 5,000: . 
B 15 -,50 2.15 2. + 650 | 2,500" $. 500 3,000 
G ‘10 -°. 6330 6 200 667° ol, 650 670... 2,320 -. 
- D ->? 17 25 B83 850" “830 1,680 
oe Eo 1 °. 03 + 29. + °.97 150° 970 —s1,120°. 
7 FF. 0.5. ° .017- 29.5.°. 983 85 ag ae a 
*.G aa: 0 0 30. 1.00. _ 0 O° _1,000: .: 
7 Studetts. = ° 2,047 7" 4.953 $10,235 5 a - $15,188: 
: ; . : vie ’ 


This illustration shows that- Student A sapiens full time in a special, 
classroom and is therefore ‘counted as. 1.0 FTE for that program. - Student 
B spends half time. (15 hours per week) in the special “classroom, which @ls 
equivalent to. .5 FTE. Student ‘-E spends only one hour per week. in the , | 
special program, or 3 percent. ‘of a 30-hour weék--the equivalent of .03 FTE. 

When the FTEs for, these seven students “are totaled, the sum is 2.047 FTE _ 
with the balance of their time (4.953 FTE) spent in the regular: program, 
Note that the sum of the FTEs in the- regular. and oe ee ars tore+ 7. 0; 
the .number Or ‘the students involved. 


‘Wath’ inagaind to the: eost, of - a student! 8 ‘cota ‘ ucavionall program, the 
FTE basis clearly shows. ‘that cost varies for each student depending upagn 
‘the proportion of time the student spends in regulgr and special programs. 
Spudent F, for exampey spends only one-half hour ‘per: week in the special 
program (a: situation quite typical in ‘communication disorders programs) ° 
and the excess, or additional :cost of the special programs, for this student. 
, is only $68 ($1068+$1000). :The cost of Student B's program, on the other- 
I hand; carries an excess cost of $2000 ($3000-$1000) , pecuiide the’ student 
‘spends: a much ‘higher percentage of time. in i apectat prose ams +: 


As average daily attendance (ADA) was et ‘closest availabie 7 
approximation to a full “time equivalent count *for «each ‘Scheoe ae it. 
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- *, on ined as tie Gash FTE. count from which the total exceptional énaid PTE 7 
ee “gount was “eubtracted to obtain the. regular program FTE count. For. exanip1é y 
wf - “46. the total ADA (FTE) for.a-school:district was 2,000 and the compute 
_ - exceptional child FTE for. all programs was - 20.4, then the regular. program .’.. 
FTE count used was 29000 minus.20.4 1, 979.6. As described earlier, costs; 
’ were allocated indirectly across all pupils (2,000), directly across: all.” 
exceptions? pupils oa a or’ r directly _ across. all regular puptis: a, 979. 16). 
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In this section we will report our major findings ‘regardil regular .. 

. and: exceptional ‘child program costs and cost indices in schoob. d trict 

* programs . Before reporting and discussing the findings it is “nece sary” 
to define certain terms . -and: column, headings that. are’ used in the text and 
_-# the tables.. . Ms : 


aot 


Regular Pupil- FTE. The number ‘of full time sauiesleee pupils © 
in the regular programs as determined by subtracting the © — 
number of full. time equivalent exceptional ‘program ‘pupils . ca 
ee «from the. total ‘number of full time equivalent a pupils re 

. .: *. the school stetehs 7 Tao os 4 3 

". hg cocaine Children, FTE. The number: of full time equivalent 
_ nO _-pupils.in the: exceptional child program ‘designated in the=-. - ; 
". " "". £¥¥st column.as derived from the special’education enrollment = ==... :: 
33 ta forms discussed in the preceding | section of oe Heport. 53. ee” 


a Sample Group. ‘The ‘amp 1é-of school districts was dévided i ; os 
moo . four. groups with Group A containing the larg fst school diets tts - 
7 an and Group D the smallest school districts. ye 


“‘Engoliment J in_ odieaendl Prograns. The’ total number of pupils 
Lee * “a “served. in the proitee indicated | in .th® first column. 


= Number of Districts. The_number. of districts which offered the ee 
- program indicated in the first column, Because some districts — SeeeT 
' offered more’ than one type of exceptional program, many of the, 


5 te 4 . 
a ; > major program eae totals Withee less than the a as 
ae = totals. . ! = 3 
ts ” : Aange ‘eeu Per FTE Pupil. the range from the Neues to ree pe 
i a. ¢ ' " highest Most program for each full. time. equivalent pupil a 
2 a oe ‘major program, sub-program or group of districts anne ree 
oe the’ firet colemne . 2 a ae is 
; i Median Gest Per FTE busi. Arranging the costs pee: full time oy! a 
s e equivalent pupil from lowest to "highest, he median cost ig the eos 
go « og 9 cost per FTE pupil where $0 percent of the costs are ia ra and 
ERIC - ey ie aeadaer af the. costs are lower than the median, cost. ne 
1A Txt Provided by EC | . 


‘ 


 P @ eee e Gost..Per ‘FTE Pu il. ‘The total ve all progtam costs per Pe 
oP > ee 4 ee “pupil. for the’program indicated in the ffrat cojugn.was . ae 
ies _ divided by: the number of’ programs | to: oBtain. the: average cost per ~ 

ee pil. Essentially, this is. the average. cost -for. the sat of: 
» Gitte ‘icts ‘or DESerans indicated in the “firet. column. 


eo. Wed hted Averag e ‘Cost Per FTE Pu ie “The total of ‘all peciiten’ 
eudise ©) oe, 12008 5 (not_per, pupil : _th : andicated in—the. first. -- 
‘column was divided by the otal: ane of Full time eamteae 

<= 2S pupils in.the program to obtain. the weighted average cost per. 
. .. '* FTE pupil. This method of calculating average . ‘cost allows. each 
" " -  gtudent: to ‘contribute. equally to the average’cost and is a more... 

Be a _.. Fepresentative average of the student population. Whereas the 
"average cost per FTE-pupil is a function of the number.of 
7 districts (the: divisor) offering ‘that program, the. weighted 

average cost per FTE pupil is ‘a ‘function. of : the. number of, FTE 
_ = pupils. (the divisor), in. the program. * ao ea 


io rr  Cost_ Index: the program cost index’ was ait by dividing. 
.. the weighted averagé speci-4l- program cost per pupil. By. the. ; 
"Sg weighted average basic program cost per pupil’ for the regular .. . 
’ K-12 pupil program, For exampte, the weighted average cost ae 
FTE pupil for all resource room programs ($5, 141) was. divided . 
Need gee ‘by the weighted. average cost pet FTE pupil for all ‘regular ; K-12 
a st ($970) to obtain acost index of 5. 3.~ ‘This means that, 
wk : - on the .average, ‘the cost to educate a full time exceptional punt: 
-in a resource room was ‘about 543 times gre, greater than the cost. of. 
- educating a full time regular pupil. in grades K-12. in the, sample: 
oes districts during: LaTers sae 


2 Pa : : i 


Reg utat Pu; il Program Costs. eae -, Cane Byte = ee _ 


ML 


“The data seedenced in Table’4 reveal. that the. cost per regular pupil oe 

i in’ grades K-12 ranged from $825. to $1,842 across all 40 school districts ° 

7 luded. in the sample. The. weighted average cost per FTE:pupil ranged 

A $929 in Group A districts (the largest digtricts) to, $1,550 in’ ne 
‘Group D- districts. (the smallest districts). ' Fhe weighted average cost per. 


“# FTE pupil for all’40 school districts was $970 and thig value was used as 

‘..., ‘the divisor in calculating the cost indices reported for the exceptional | 
yo ‘programs in the tables that follow. Thus the eS Teee is: a alee to. 
mS - a-value of 1. 0 in, comparison with other indices. | oe 


1 The data on régulat pupil program costs shown in Table 4 seem to 

ce dw , ' + dndicate that” such factors’ as economies of.scale, sparsity weightings in 
'. ,  . the state support formula, and/or wealth variances between large and small 
— . districts cause the cost per pupil to be significantly, higher in the-small 

ge. districts, than in the large districts. The'économy of scale factor is alld 
-...  -the most likely explanation, in- that larger districts - tend ty be more. f 

. a ee efficient with Tespect to: pupiir teacher katios and adminigtr tive organiza i 

tion.» ok Ay 
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is a Table 4 _ : ns : a . | 


aga’ ms 3 he pa4, Oe - 2 -Grades K~12 ee ey 
a ae Oe fe a FF ge _ Ldaho—1976-77 oa oe 
= ee os J ak Jute ete ; an - a 


4. ae oe ie, - Regular, Pupil Progtam Coats : a 


Regular Pupil | Range in Cost . Median: Gost -"| Average Cost — | Weighted Average 
. FTE Range Per FTE Pupil | Per FTE Pupil | Per FIE Pupil.| ~ Cost Per FTE -. 
|) | By. Group °-}° By:Group .. |. By Group |. By Group’. |» Pupil By Group - 


_ Sample Group’ 
-.And Number Of . 
* Districts in. 
"" Group — 


2h 


Group A * a 
“11 Districts |} 
er: 


“Group-B oY 
11 Districts — | 


Group C. 
12 Districts 


| $1,118. 
Group-D.. oe 
6 Districts $1,550. I, 


“TOTAL . 
os Districts . 


*The walahied average cost for all, regular: pupils: Grades K-12 was used as ‘the cost: index’ base and. 
ERIC es the vele of 1. 0 in’  Felationshdp to the cost indices ‘reported for other programs. ’ . 
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"Exceptional Child Program’ ~ 3 a ee 
Costs by District Group ng ON. 


*. . The purpose. of Table 5 "ts to Abdicate whether or. ‘not there are any . 

substantial differences -hetween: the various’ sized groups ‘of school districts. 
—.dn the sample with regard - ‘to. the cost of. providing all - exceptional child 
4 Ficcca's in a-distritt. The cost per pupil in an exceptional: ‘Program | 


ee anged from $1,956 in a ‘Group B district to'$11,702 in a-Gro Lec 
os That,is, it cost $1,956 to. educate each FTE exceptional pupil’ in. the too ee 
"| Group B district compared. to a cost of $11, 102 to: educate each FTE: a 
a ee exceptional pupil. in the . Group C: district. : gna .  & : ne: 


oe. © the: ‘weighted average: ‘cost p ex: FTE cece pupil ranged from ae 
i $4, 499 (cost index 4.6) in Grouf‘A districts ‘to $5,470 (cost index 5. 6) "in | -- 
-">. Group C districts. There appears to.be a substantial difference between. 
- Group A district exceptional. _program costs. per pupil and: the costs incurred . ' 
.. by. Group Cc and D districts, with” Group B districts in. an, intermediate 
posttion. The differences. among and between Group B, C, and D districts © 
‘are not great. Again, as with the régular program costs, an ‘economy ‘ofS 
_+gscale factor may be affecting the difference in exceptional’ program ‘costs — 
'- between Group A districts and. the ‘other districts. However, this isa 
“tentative observation, not a ‘cone|esion based on pate mEueys and is 
. expressed with” caution. a. 


‘ 

The weighted average cost. per FTE pupil in ‘exeetional, et a 
“all 40 school districts was’ $4, 682 with a- cost index.of 4.8. . Tha tds, it , 
ae about 4.8 times ‘as much to educate a full “time pupil dn an ex pt fonal 


rogram.as it did to educate a regular full ‘time. pel ‘in ‘sraded oe tn. os: 
ne cave districts in. 1976-77. x - 


uy my 


‘Table: 6 ‘pavealla exceptional aoe program costs and cost. leat ces : 
caétegorized according to major delivery system - (i.e., resource: room, self - 
contained) and exceptionality (i.e.,. .communication disorders, . gifted and | 

-talented) and grouped by size of school district in the sample. As noted 
previously, if. the combination of delivery systems “OF exceptionality and 
number of districts in a‘ group totaled more “than five programs, data on | 

Jy. that combination were included-in Table ‘6. {The one exception to this rule” 
‘et tay Was ‘the homebound. program category where only three programs were found — 
‘among the- sample districts. The data on these homebound programs ‘are’ shown’ 
for antommarnenge: purposes. only. - ° 


Vise. ? v. 


ri 


The purpose of the analysis. sunmarized in: Table 6: -was ‘to. decoriine if: 
the size of school djstricts, as ‘categorized from Group A (large districts)’ 
‘to Group D (small districts), had any notfceable effect on major delivery 
. °° system or exéeptional program costs, where fhere were enough programs to 

4 make such a judgment. There do not appear ‘to be any. substantial differences — 
45 ationg groups’ of districts that offer resource room programs,, ‘With ‘the © 
“-"- possible exception of Group C districts where a 4.8 cost index was found. 
An. perp henation for. that difference.was not oo in the data we analysed. 


a a 


es ‘The differences: among groups for self-c ontained prograna were 
. ‘ negligible. ’ Although there wefe some differences ‘among groups that offened © 
| gommunication disorders programs, there does not appear to be.a discernible 
I pattern to the cost index. differences, wivtch Fanged| from 11.2 in Group B - | 
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j te. . Exceptignal. Children Progra Costs and oot Indices _ _ 
- ; _ a a ae . By School District.Group, Grades K K-12 . ot 
ae a re Bae “ ae feeho 1976-77 - ewe 
¢ ea as 7 . . : or ; ay . : . : = ; 7 
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Sample Group 
* and “Sumber 

.*, Of Districts. 
nena a 


Weighted - 
' Average Cost 

-Per FTE Pupil 
By Gyoup ° 


Average Cost . 
Per FIE Pupil. 
- By Group - 


* Median Cost : 
Per. FTE Pupil 
. By Group. 


, Range In 
Enrollment 
In Exceptional 
' Programs 


‘Exceptional 
Children FTE 
Range hy S 
_ Group . 


Range in Cost:: 
Per FTE. Pupil .. 
_ By Group 


' = 
r\ce 


. he: P 54,332 \ ; 


ey 
to 
2070 


Group AD 
11 Districts 


‘ordiip B- $1,956 


11 Districts 


‘ - Group C a 2 
_ 12 Districts $5,747. 


“~, 


Group D 
+ 6 Districts 


“TOTAL 

40 Districts 

program by.. the weighted average ‘cost . 
ae 


*The cost “tndex was cnlgalated by ajviding the weighted averane cost per FTE pupil ‘tn a 
per ee penihae programs ($970) + . Pas 24 ; ' 
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- Exceptional Children Program Costs and Cost Indites ee ae ; 7 
‘. By Major Program and Sample Group, Grades K-12. 0 7 4) Mog, os 
oo Idaho, 1976=77 - . me ee 8 ee 
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Pome 


: ‘Average Cost, 


| FTE Exceptional: 
Per FTE 


. Program 
* Pupifs — 


Enrollment \ 
In Exceptionel | 
_ ‘Programs... - 


Oo ee 
Number Of , 
Districts 
_ With . Programs 


, Range in Cost 
’ “Per ITE ; 


> @. Mad or Progrant 
*- And’ Sample Group 


Resource Room 
-Total . | 
’ Resource 7 a 
‘Group. Af. 
Resour¢ée Room . 
.Group B 
Resource Room 
. Group C 
_ Resource Room”. 
Group D a 
Self-Contained.. 
Total . ’ 


: 14, 


* ‘ 


Ae 


a : 


Self-Contained ‘40 - 
Group A 

Communications — 
Disorders Total ; 1,601 

_ Commo Disorders’ .° 8 
——roup 2 __._ 1 

oar --, Group § “ss ; 5 : 
w Total’ a 
: *Thée cost index was calculated by dividing, the weighted average. cost per FTE pupil ina program by the weig ted average eo t. 


ne ee oe ee ee | 
:.Group B”.- . 
* . 
Commo Disorders or 
- Total: fo te a 
‘Total. . “a 
- per pupil for regular programs: ($970), © as 
Re) i 7 ; ee = . : . : 
ERIC - ; ae a : a . a . uc “8 7 fe - at " mn 7 a Pa \ vf a 
=< ee tet ee Bee a Cee | Bo eS ae ee i tetpe 


7 ge ° > ae 
aleerinta’ te TY in croup) C distyicts.” “Econgtty of | ‘scale a not. appei HR cay og, 


- districts, nor enough communication disorder, programs in Group: D districts,. 


y a More” detailed breakdowns of ‘program ‘costs and cont! indices ‘for each* 


- dif ferenees between: and among ‘de ivery. systems and exteptionalities. . The .. 
/ average’ ‘gost index over all districts for*resource room programs was?5. 35 


‘programs ‘it was ‘13.03: for gif ed. and tatented “programs: iywas 4.2; ae 
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‘to ‘bea major cost factor in any of the ‘breakdowns of. cost “py delivery - bes 
system or ‘exceptionality,. whereas it did appear: te be a factor in fe oe gat ae 
all cost of : ‘exceptional progkams. shown’ .in- Table Sy. It should -be noted: eo ee 
that) there were: ‘not enough self-contained: programs © Sin Group C and 'D Pg ea oe 


to meet. our criterion of ‘five ‘or more, ‘programs in order tq be: ‘incilided ‘in... : 
the” presentation of « datas: : ‘iid co — co es, ee me ge oe ee 


ue 


nie ve . a aes yn. a ac) 


delivery ‘system appear in’ later t bles, but.it is apparent : that: there. are -’ be 


‘for selfxcontained programs it. fwas 2.83. for communicatfon- disorders 


for special design. programs | it was 5.0. Although. program costs ina ce oe 


: ee given program may be higher. ‘thah those in another program. fora variety *"- _ 9 


Table 7 shows. that 37.of.the 40 school districts dh the sample provided © 
““gome type of resource room program. ‘The - readét" wild note that the number 


total ‘number ‘of distrcts offering such programs ‘under’ the major’ heading. | 


Fors example, there.were 44 elementary resource room" programs. and 29 . 


_gample. -The 37,districts noted under the tot or all resource’ room pro- 
.. grams indicate that 37 districts. were offeri 


of reasons, the primary: cause. for cost:differences’has been found in.  & . ee 
” previous. research td be related to the’ ratio of pupils to instructional: <a 


staff members, i.e., the lower ‘the pupil-staff ratio, the higher the per 
pupil cost of the program, We see no reason ‘to, believe: “the situation is 
ay different in. the 40 Jeter districts we stutlied in Idaho. 2 oe , 


is re 


, Resource Roiom Costs. a _ a a ah 


vee oS ee cx, 


The eenpiece! ‘room. wag the. tajor. type ‘of deliver system, ‘ised in Adaho Aa a 
school ‘ ‘districts. to provide program services to- ronal - -pupils. 


of distticts indicated under some of the sub-programs do not add to the - 


secondary .resource room programs found. among the 40 school’ districts in th 


or more of the resource 
room configurations identified, under the main program. Also, the figure - of , 
44 noted £ox the elementary resource room program: indicates that there were, 


= 44 different.elementary resource room programs offered .and that ‘a single 


‘district could be offering more than’ one type, @.8.5 elementary. resource : ; 
room for: children. with miid and moderate chandicaps. and elementary resource ; e 
“room: for children. with. moderate . ane severe “handi caps ; e+. ee. eg 


3 ery 


+ ‘One “ae “the first things we hoeed abou the - ‘program costs -and ‘cost | 


indices in Table 7 was. the difference between. elementary (capt index 5. 8) 
and secondary (cost index 4.4). program costs for the Yesource room type - - 
of delivery system, | ‘As mentioned previously, program cost d¢fferentials ra 


aan are primarily : a: function of, pupil-teacher. ratios. It appears . that the oF a 
" < pupil-teacher - ‘ratio is: greater in. the secondary Yesource- room ‘programs = sg 


than in. the elementary resource. room programs. The reason for the higher -. 


" pupil-teacher ratio in secondary ‘programs is not readily apparent, Dut it. 


may be related to the way in which the state weights secondary school Pe ag 8G 
wae: and exceptional program pupils for state support purposes. «(Further pe 
discussion: of the ar weighting es) Ti in Becton, Iv of: this: = | 
‘report.). °° . aoe og 
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Pe Sia Se big ae be e. are | ro eas an arae  | ' $3,07% a ae 
Resource i er o eeeine Po eee | "$10, 354 


Renoukce Room = 
ae entary - 
“Resource: rei eacaen 
_ Mild-Moderate ° ey Q° 
Regottige: rode-tleeoneaiy 
fouled Late - 


‘likstoderge Severe = vu 


or tegen = a 


* heated Room : 
Ue 
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peucliobinat \ 


<>. “Ga tog 
cacty ano . 


ter + the wtinbev ‘of dt erteta ‘iBahcataa for . aso -catenity, a. nf aquat tt Heit me # 
‘tuve ‘Mage than ‘on tyes. ‘pf peub-Prgpran:: "8 : Lo 


sé 


a ae 


“being servid in 27.differen district programs’ and in the highest cost. . 


; _: gp -S8L£-Contained Program 


. athe number of such programs 4n the 40 school districts, was: the self- 
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. °° There do not apppar to be major dif ferenées among -secoflary resource. .... 
- toom programs classified according to. severity of handicap. ‘We found that .- ... 
smaller districts tended to have all levels of: severity in a’resource™. . er 
‘room -program, whereas the larger. districts tended to distinguish between | oe 
” mild-moderate and moderate-severe students in their. resource room programs. "| 
. “No doubt. ‘this difference was largely a function of the size of the district: .- 
| and ‘the’ number of pupils’ needing resource room’ services ‘in a school district. -:- 
\, ‘Some. differénces in cost were: noted among elementary, resource: room - 
pi grams’ classified according to severity of exceptionality. -The-mdderate- 
_ severe classrooms (cost -index,=. 6:8) tended to be more costly than the’ ~ ° ,.:¢. 
mild-moderate classrooms (cost index = 6.0)%° However, the mild-moderate-.- | co 
‘severe configuration tended to be the least expensive (cost index 4 -5.3). Ce 
~ We think the explanation of these differences. may.*relate to the numberof — * 
' pupijs .and number of programs in,éath category. Whenever a district has a | 
'“Varfer number of pupils and, thus, a greater number of programs of a given 


“- category 7¥t,may be Sble ‘to provide these services more efficiently and) «|... 
“economtcg#ly: because it can realize economjeés of scale. Not ‘that in the = *” 
lowest 4ost.elementary resource, room: progfam category, 994 st¥dents were "© .. . 


program category 400° student were being served in’ 5 different district 


_programs.. . é 

bees ae oe 

. . ; . = : . . il > ‘ . * ; 
z © ; . | vos Hi . . we ae : - ts, mar 
Costs -- 3 © * 1 ee & hae 7o 


The ‘secom® largest type of program delivery system, as indicated by. f 


“contained classroom approach : to. providing’ exceptional program services .. 

Self-contained classrpom'services are generally provided for the pupil 

» “with a moderate to severe hdhdicap, typically with an exceptionality that g —.. 

* “requires more intensive help’ in the classroom such as the trainable — y 
- mentallyaretarded, the emotionally disturbed, or the blind. 


. ° » + : . o ae i oe eo 7 

*. The’ cost indices~fop the self-contained programs were the lowest of © °. ° 
any delivery systemgor éxceptional program in the sample districts. As | 
shown in Table 8, fe éost indices ranged from 2.5 in secondary self- “~ & 


contained programs T 9.0 for tngraded 9e)tcontatued programs <ies SS 
as thild-moderate severe. These differences among the self-contained program 
‘costs were not large enough to suggest. any particular cause or factor that. - 


produced the differences observed.4 However, there-is a plausible explana- — 


“tion. as"to why self-contained program costs tend to be lower than in-other - 4 
methods of delivering educational services to-exceptional chfldren. The _~ | 
. ércent of time that a‘ student’ spends in the self-contained ¢lassroom in 
MD normal school week ranges from,74 percent to 91 percent,. according to the - 
“data ‘gathered on tt different categories of self-contained programs. We 
also found the FIE.pupil-teacher ratio for, self-contained’ classrooms was . 
. considerably higher than for other delivery systems and programs. These -. | 
' two’ factors cotbined to produce ‘a lower per pupil cost for self-contained *. °.. 
+ programs. The*actual contact time a student: im #-self-contained program’ 
"has. with a given teacher‘.is, much greater than in delivery systems. such as + | 
‘ fesource room pfograms or communication disorder programs. Even though ‘a | ete 
teacher. in the latter programs fay work witha greater number. of pupils, *. . 
the time,the teachér spends with. each pupil isssignificantly less; thus -. 
the -FTE pupil Coynt for such programs is, considerably aaa | | yet eae, & 
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“Enrollment — FTEs. Range Tn. 1° Average | = Wedghted . * 


' Program and Category: 4 -| Inf Exceptional | Exqepticnal | ., Cope -{°. Coat * | Average Cost: 
co . : ; : Program ~| | pildren’ Pet FTE B Pept |. Pag’. PTE ‘Pupil Pex FTE Pupil | 


bager ta fs Salk n° 592 ; 
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' Self— 
4 Contained 


; 
Self-Contained 


Elementary — . 11 


Programs — 
Self-Contained 
Elementary _. 


: 5 
Mild-Moderat e-Severe 


Programs 


Self-Contained , 
Secondary , 


Self-Contained 
. Ungraded . : 


' $elf<Contained — 
' Ungraded 
, ead otra conbey ar’: 


"3.0." 


Note: ‘The number of districts indicated. for a ‘major program category may ‘not < the subctotale fb because, a district ee 


have more than one . tyne of, sub-program. oe Si 8 ve 
. oe : ar ae 
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Gnamantestion aon and Gifted . 
- and Talented Program: Costs . a a - om 


and. gifted and. talented. ‘Programs - among ‘the 40 school districts in the Idaho . 
. sample.. The, communication disorders” ‘prograth 1a" “‘Dby™ far: the. most: expensive -. wer esteccaa 


ma fumber of pupils are served but usualy - for only a short period of time. 


‘school sites. during the week to serve pupils with this ‘excepttonality. . 
'Because, teachers only worked with one or. two pupils at a time, rather <.. 


~ least of. any exceptional program and the FTE pupil-teacher ‘ratio was the 


provided on a one-topne basis is.a program in which thé cost on an FTE 0 + 


| There were insufficient data to’ draw conclusians. about differences among. 
- groups of: school districts or differences, petwecy elementary and BecOngery! | 


" Contact Time et Students a 


ition i dae forms descriRed’ earlier in“phis report. , 


Ja ‘The percent the ‘full time 
' 4s a reasonable approximation of the amount of time each student served is 


«with an exceptional program teacher. -It may be. noted in Table 10 that - 
“students in self-contained progtams are spending, on the average, from — 
_ 22,1 to.27.2 hours per week in this program, Resource room pupils spent 


oe uae . x , 


Table Shows ‘the costa during 1976-27 for’ “the communication. disorders ge 


program we: found. 4 This program is ‘charactérized. by the. fact that a great: 


each week. Our findings - indicated. the pupils in.this program wee only, 
spending: an average 50° to 60 es oe week with a compunication dis~ . 
orders teacher. - Furthermores the commu tion disorders. teacher tended 
to-be providing services on an Atinefant basis, traveling to two of. more: 


ec 


than with an entire classroom, the. contact time with each student was the ° 
lowest of any program. ‘Any. educational program characterized by services 


pupil basis: ‘will inevitably be high. Such was: the ‘Case with the Commun tea: 8 
tion disoners program in Tdaho school districts., . aT 


The gifted and ‘kalanted program m coayes (cost ina = 4. 2) tended to: 
fall between self- -cpntained: program costs“and resource room program. costs. 


a a and: talented ee costs, © 


In Exceptional Programs 


information regarding the average. nutber of hours per 
exceptional program.. The first column indicates 
the exceptional program category... The second eo lum indicates the number oa 
of pupils served in that’ prdgram in the sample of 40 school distric¢ts we’ = 
‘studied. The, third cojumn dicates the,.number’of full time equivalent E a fa 
uptls served for .a given prpgram and was computed from the aaa \ 


divalent pupil count is ot the enrollment | 


30 hours per week in school, then that. percentage m tiplied by 30 shou]d 


spending in an exceptional program.. If we assume my student spends about 
approximate the number of hours per wdek an excepti6nal student fill spend 


an average, of 4.2.to 8.5 hours per cel and communication disorders pupils .- 
averaged from ,.8 to. 1.0 hours per wee n these prograns regpectively. = 
If one relates the average: ties per. pek in an exceptional program: a 
té the costs per FTE pupil: for the same’ programs, it is apparent that a ae 
‘high negative correlation. exists, That is, the more hours per week spent .- Stas 
in the sald saan PESEEAMs Dae lower the. — cast per. FTE pupil. “It eo : 
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. Program and Category 


“Communicator ; 
‘Disorders 


Communication. Disorders 
Elementary 


"Communication Disorders | 
Elementary. 
a Mild-Moderate 


“Communi cation: Disorders 
Elementary. = ° . |! 
Mild-Moderate-Severe — 


*: 


Communication Disorders 
Elementary-Secondary - 
acai pe iB nae 


, Gifted and 
: Talented - 


Gifted and Talented 
‘Elementary 


ie o ‘. 
ERIC. 


. * ; F * 
ae. 
1 . 
: 
g 
« 8 


.- 


Fa 


‘ have more. than one type 


s 


Number Of 
Districts 
Or Programs .° 


&.. 90%8 ‘Vee “Hy 
Districts - — 


2320 
Programs 


. ay ae 
; : “RP 
é + 
2 . 
.é 
Mi ata ease 


Communication Digsrdace a Gifted ‘arid Talented 


Table 7 s a 


t 


rrr re Seed 


Program Costs and Cost Indices 


_4 


: Enrollment ° 
Y In Exceptional 
‘Program 


of sub-program, oo 


pre 


‘Exceptional. 
Children — 


Idaho~-1976-77" 


Wt 


Range In 


Cost. 


‘Per FTE. Pupil. 


10,995 to. 
254657. 


: $,502 to, 
15,084 


. 3,335, to. 
12,553 


, Average | 
’ Cost 


Per FTE Pupil 


$14,644 


. © 


Thee 
Weighted 
Average Cost 


Pet * 


912,650 


E Pupil 


Note: The number of ‘districts indicated for | a major program cateasty ay me ror a sub-total becaue a district may 


1B. - 


« 


hit Te see Leni. 

a ° Mee 
° “jg 5:0--Ungraded - 
**'8.C.-Ungraded MMS - < 


fee 


Ld 


“RR 


“R. Re 


Program.’ * 


| Self-Contained 
. S.C.-Elementary 


~Elem. -MMS- 


“Resource Room . 


R.R. “Elementary: 


_- ReRs 


Elem. MS” aad 
R.R.-Elem.. MMS 
.-Seconda yo. 
R.R.-Second.° MM 
R.R.-Second. MS 
~Second. MMS 


-Conmiini cation Disorders 


C. D. -Elementary 
Eee D, Elem, MM 
C, D.-Elem. MMS 


ie D,~Elem. /Second, MMS 


Gifted ‘and Talented - 


“G and T-Elementary | 


‘gpecial Design |). *- 


~ Homebound 


& 


# Enrollment 


¢ 


_ Idaho--1976-77 © 


Vv 


: Percent 
PTE. Is Of 
mma F 


en 


eh a . oe —— “Table 10. a: 2 : — ero 
° ” | Gonveraién of ‘FTE i Percentage of Enrollment bn eh 
i an . to Average Hours Per Week Spent . 
— ' -.« in Exceptional Programs _ 


“Average Hours: 


Per Week In .- .. ~ 
Exceptional ean 


' Classroom 


(30 Hr. Wk.) ce 


os ey 4 


22.1 Hours 
23.0 Hours | 
25.9 Hours | 


- 27,2 Hours . - 


95.5 Hours’ 


5.5 Hours 
" 5:0Hours 


4.2 Hours’ 


5.3 Hours — 
6.9 Hours» 


_ 6.9 Hours 
8.5 Hours 


le fe 
. \ 6.6 Hours 


“4 


- ,8 Hours 
ra 


~ ,8° Hours: 


38 Hours | 


--1.0Aours , 


ad Hours ,. 


5.0 Hours ~~" 


“29 Hours: eF 


-* 2..6-Hours- 


11.9 Hours 


- 2,2 Hours” 


 & . ales Lae apparent ‘Brom: ‘our “examination ot the data ‘that have ia A high , 
- positive correlation between the’ nufber: of hours: spent in an exceptional’ nn 
° J program. and the: FTE pup'il-teacher : ratio... These: relationships do a 


ee a XK te entirely concur: ‘with what has been. found in studies of ean 
“ae ez ae oe wees in other states’. ft eee ia 
7 ne wee ‘and Expenditures for : — : es i are aE 


ge ‘23 ecial. Education Prog rams 


te School dtacvicta ‘in ‘Idaho are ‘cequiced.: as in: most. states, to file a 
+ — report of expenditures and receipts with the State Department’: .. - 
Education at the end’ of each fiscal year. The fiscal year‘in Idaho —.. 
os coincides. with. the school term and actual expenditures and receipts for 

e “period, July 1 through June. 30 are reported to the ‘State Department 
ae shortly after completion of thé fiscal year. One objective - ‘of ‘this —- 
ae itudy was to examine the reported expenditures and receipts for ‘special -. 

: education filed by the ‘sample school districts ,and determine the sources. 
- | and aSoneee ye on of revénue’ available for special . education programs. - 


yy : : ae 6 
a “ be Each ee gsecice in tha state must detérmihe ite ‘expenditures | 
: “ dnd’ receipts for special education and report: them as .a part of, SDE 650-25, - 
ae ‘General Fund-Exceptional, Child: Funds.. These funds are includéd’ in ‘the 
pe + *, general fund but. are ‘reported in a supplement to the general ‘fund oe 
‘The data reported in this section’ were. taken. from Bal BEpORts filed by. 
the, oe school. districts. 7 an 
» a. We were infotaed by- Core bepar tment : officials that 1976277. was the 
. . first year in ‘which school districts were required to isolate their 7 
‘\, receipts. and expenditures ‘for special education and report them separately. . 
.As is usually the case when forms or reports are required for. the. first- , 
-. time, there was some confusion on the part of school ‘district personnel . 
concerning what was _Tequired and. What procedures. were to be used to” . -: 
ae * complete these reports. “Therefore, we caution the reader. that the data. -° 
«» " reported in this section are, based. gn school district reports which gas 
‘ « be somewhat less than.totally accurate. However, we hope that this - 
’ _ analysis of special education receipts: and expenditures. wifl be aaeful 
ee 5. ke in providing a general picture of . thessources. and -3 pacy. ¢ ae mevenve for 
special education. cet ee — oe 3 


Pa 


oe Table ‘11 shows that. soreicn: of the * general } ‘uid #é¢oipts’ and expendi - 
“ ®\ °° tures which were for special education. 4 wechoo! districts included 
: in the sample... It-shotild be ‘noted that federal 
state “and school districts under Title VIfB are not D oloded. in ‘this: 
‘table’ They are reported and -anadyzed “if Séétion VIII of this penorea s 
In addition, tuition and contract receipt& from the state ‘for exceptional - 
programs are not included in Table 11.. Tuition or contract receipts. ‘ 
reported by all of. the sample. districts only totale $16,119 and therefore | 
© were | not treated separately, Ye ee 


a 1° The data reported in Table 1 are ere accor ng to. gpoups - of . 
‘districts with Group A contai the largest districts and Group. D the 
‘ smallest. We: found ‘some inter Ms anomalies in the data as reported , 


euie 0s by the schoo} GISELTCESS: A total f seven ‘districts--two in’ one A, 


s . 
ae 


il 


oo a eee: ae — ~ fable Pe 
on 4 a wi, oS eae ce ee ee Mee bos phe eee noe “i f ae oe 


= ae , é a 7. ".°. General Fund Expen preven had asec) 8 a pg Ae Oe a eS 
Se 3 * i he a a ee #7, ws For cial Education Programs AP. . =" a of 
_ an bee Ldahor-1976-77 


rs I 


Range in? — |. Average State. 
s:|. Btate Receipts ' Receipts for “ 
for Sp. Ed... | Sp. Ed. ‘< 


Range in ... 
-Gen.- Fund 
‘Expend, for 
Sp. Ed. 


+ Range in - 
County Receipts 
for Sp. Ed. | 


, Rarige ‘in 
Local. Receipts. 
. for Sp. Ed.. 


! 


Tiga | 
Average Gen. 
- Fund’ Expend, 
-for Sp. Ed. 
‘ . . . 


District ” 
‘ Group — 


$ 0.00 °— $ 61,263 
to. 
$784,787 
.$ 26,411 
; “ "to 
/ $ 99,299. - 


e 2 Mego °° Group A 


_ | $ 75,060 
11 Districts: . 


to- 
$866 ,973 ~ 


-$330;5038°. $268,923 
BG rf ° 2 


yoo to 
' . $276,822. 

) ere ‘| 
to 


$7,390" 


Group B 


. - 4 .$ 29,862 * 
eo Districts 


"$ 72,900 - 


“to $99,752 
$187,520 es 
Group C S$ i,t 
12-Districts 


ye s 


§ $,130' 
“to wee, 


$ $2,305. - 


"$43,228 - 


oe 


$ 30,409 


? 


we 


; Group .D 
‘ws 6 Districts 


to 


2085 an er 


$14,333 oe 
oe ae ae $ 17 


$133,314 


uo) TOTAL 
-40 Districts 


to 


ue to 
"$866,973 


$784,787 


"$23,618. _ $105,007 


Note: Receipts ma¥. not equal’ total expenditures because of {1} rounding, ‘(2) receipts: excedded expenditures in some districts; and (3). e 
tuition or dpntract receipts are not- included in-the table's receipt figures... i. oO . 2 cae 


dit ; 7 i ‘ a 8 


al » = 2 ~ eye : ? a : 2 a 
’ he he | i . 2 2 a . . _ 
‘ * : ‘ : , , s ; ‘ 


a 


- 
~. 
* 


v fa ar aes Cae ee En 
; . : wet Pees 5 3 ‘ Oe 
¢ _ os ae es a4 ’ t ’ 
os a am ff Po 
a 4 . 2-35 \ 
i eet 7 = 7 : : : , . * 2 
: , Te ee ; 
42 vw e 
ae ae Tr on -! aes a . : 
: eek eo.) two in Group B; : ee. 4 Group D-=reported. they had spent no: ‘local .. 
ar “4 tax funds for sp cial . educafion during 1976-77 and,~in fact, their 


a a county and state receipts or. special. education exc efed their total 
tas "expenditures. for special - ation. One other disttic in, Group. Ar: 
- _ > > veportedspending no’ local funds but indicated a ieee special . aaticas. 
ff oss tien. budget: between total expenditures ‘and county.and state receipts. — 
oe “. Again, we. caution the reader that ‘because 1976-77 was the first year. this 
sa. , Yeport was required of local districts, the reports may not have been 
roe. 4 totally accurate. ; og. 74 { 


. bo 


ter tenes on ee. General: fund. expenditures for special education verigad fron $4, 088 es 
ae in-é a Group D district to $866,973 ina Group A. district. 7 The average - . 
gd "expenditure for all ‘districts was $133,311. -Local receipts (property. - 
: taxes) for special education: ranged from none to. $276,822 in.a Group ‘AS 
district. . County receipts ranged from tone to $37,695 ih a Group “A 
. district and averaged $5,059 for all 40 districts. : State receipts, other: 
tee 8 a. - than tuition and. contract receipts, ranged from $5, 130 in a Group: C 
. district to $784, 787 for a Group A district and averaged $105,007 for all - 
40 districts. ‘It should be noted ‘that any attempt to- ‘balance receipts 
- and expenditures would be futile since there may ‘be ‘variances due to © 


~~ 


Ce ane a ‘ (1) rounding, (2): the fact that receipts exceeded expenditures in seven 
oe a and (3) tuition ‘or contract pee are not tueToded. in ane 
74 tab es : : . y 7 , . ij : 


... . Table 12 is more interesting ‘in. that it. isolates the. various sources: 
_ of receipts as a percentage of ‘district expenditures for special education; | 
. ' The percentages are shown for each group of ‘districts in-an attempt to — 
' “determine if any particular ‘pattern was evident. when districts were’ | 
a . classi ties: according: to size. oo, le : 
The. percentage ‘local receipts was. of total expenditures ranged from be 
14.6.percent ‘in Groyp:A districts.to 27. 6 percent in Group C. districts 
and ‘averaged: 17.7 pércent for all districts. ‘The percentage county | 
- receipts were of total expenditures for spécial education ranged from 2.1- 
__ percent in’ Group GC districts. to 4.8 percent in Group D istricts and 
: * averaged | 3.8 percent for all districts. The percentage tate’ receipts. 
"te 9 were of total expenditures ranged. from 70,3 percent in Group C districts 
a te to 87.6 percent: in — D districts and avenaeee 718.8 Saban for all - 
.* ao districts. ; 
_ All-receipts including state, county Sue tuition cae ‘excluding - 
local and federal) were totaled to’ determine therextent: to which soceial 
*éd cation expenditures were financed from, other. than local. revenue. The. ©... 
range in total state, county and tuition receipts extended from $6,828 in — ‘ 
-a.Group D district to $821,435 in a Group A’district and averaged $110, 469 
- for all 40 districts. These expenditures converted into a range of : 
percentages: extepding from 72.4 percent in Group ¢ districts to 92.4 
‘percent in Group D eletrer and ee 82.9 pereent for all 40 ‘districts, 
in the sample. - . 7 at 


« be: 


Any pattern to -th se sources of” ‘support and the percentage they. i 
omprised of.. special ‘ation expenditures is elusive. It is ‘apparent. 
i .. + g¢that the Group C d{stricts (300-749 students) are receiving considerably ¢ 
SEAIG te. * — ue 4 percetit), outside nergy their: oS education Programs : 


ae n eee , eee 


eis? 
. 


‘4 ed ot. Table | eS - 3 2 


Squrces of seecclues as a ce weeaeace ‘of General Fund 7: 
Expenditures For Special Education : 
* is Idatio-=1976-77 


; Percentage Local Percentage County °|. Percentage State "| ~ Range in Total: : | -Average Total . Percentage State, 
District Group .| . Receipts is of _ |. Receipts is of : Receipts is of |- State, County - ' State, County ‘| .County & Tujtion: = "' 
, ( : y Total Bepends tires: & Tuition beet aea .& Tuition Receipts | Receipts is of — 
7 - 7 1} ; for ‘SH. Ed. : , for Sp. Ed. . Lae for Sp. Ed. ‘ ‘Total Expenditures i 


Group A a co . ea a § 63,138 ae i ree othe Se ee oe 
"(11 Biserfets ~- oes A re a 3 ; : 8 2 a ‘to *+ |. |, $283,139.° fF ' 85,8 
ie oe : o ; ne F <a Het, — ia ; , $821,435 i” o> Se 9 7 
———_— — 4. + : = . : F 
Group-B ° we Wy ge a a a -' $ 25,928°. °° | ae . Ae ae 
1l Districts | 6 an a : 350, . Aa. O44 OS to =| '$ 77,188 "77.4: 
mo ‘ ee a ee ee — iho 4 ~ $103,855 fae - a + oe 


“4 


Group ©. . 2: ] , at . ; ‘ : a ae , whe 
12 Districts | a a. eS : Jo oJ : oo “$31,307 © ees 72. rt ’ 
2 Group Dd oe ee ee ee ee a ee cae . i ae 
, 6 Distticts , 5: a en, e ar fo $13,247 92.4 : 
; oe gal! Bo ey aad -fPocrs, 7 & (| + § 18,282° - ee on ae 
"mara aS Be oe oe ee eS - $$ 6,828 — ee £8. & 
* 40 psEeseey: | 7, a oe : i 7 3. : “te . . ule $110,469 .. ~ 829° V. 
7 g. a ei Jo $821,435. oe te, Me ae? 


Note: Total ef local, county, . state anc tuition receipts as a “percentage of. total expenditures may exceed 100 percent because reported 
seecetpty exceeded total expenditures. for special ‘education in a few achool districts.’ - « oe sor 
e ° 4 . 7 ; a : fs of oe : é : . : ‘ mee csr ; : . ie ‘ . i 7 


it tae 
> 


. ; 2 . . Cart > . 4 oe 
£, 


‘than. other groups of districts. “The cause of - this phanonenon’ ¢ cannot Phe. 
attributed ‘to any wealth (property va lue/pupil)y variance because Group 


+ in the'sample.. The fact that Group D districts. receive 92.4 percent (cee 
| of their support from other. than local, sources: enue likely is due’. 
‘ta: the sparsity. factors. built into the |staté: support. system. . Why Group’ 
. . A districts ‘received proportionally. more dutside support (85:8 percent) © 
to. 8 '. than did. Group B (77.4 percent) -or Group C..(72.4 percent} districts ‘is 
e not ‘readily apparent from the data and may es due: to, the ; anothal ies .ve ne 
= alluded’ to earlier. .- os — 7 


. It! 4s ‘apparent ; however; “that the state peavided a, high LevelNoF 
support - for. exceptional: child programs’ in local. school. districts.” 
"-*  Asauming thé level of support ‘provided in 1976-77 -has. not declined, 
-- and assuming federal support. ‘through Public Law 94-142, ‘Title VI-B" 
-has grown and will continue to grow, then. it is evident that: Idaho is 
approaching. full. state funding of. programs for exceptional, children So 
’ _. federal, state and county receipts ¢ are considered. 


° 


u 


SS Bart Vil. Contract, Agency sa aad 
2 ce, ‘ ; 7 afi 
~ a i © : : — og 
AS dpectesed’ ‘in ae IV of this report, ae Idaho ade ase ena 
: responsibility. for education: of exceptional children to local school 
. districts which may either’ provide. education and training directly, or... 
contract for educational services with another school district ‘or with’. 
an agency, hospital, or ‘corporation. . In addition‘ to public school 
districts, contracting agencies include regional -child development 
'- centers, .community mental health centers, the Easter Seal Society, the. =~ 
‘North Idaho Children's Home,. and ‘other public and private. organizations 
“"<4n Idaho and in other states. In January, 1978 a total of 185 students 
‘were being .served through special education contracts between thé school 
, district in nich they rr. Eesided and other: school districts or eee 
a ba | 
‘To spear information with regard’ ‘to program. ooete’ in. some. of the: 
contracted: programs, five agencias which. were providing ‘services’ to. 
relatively large numbers of students were © ‘selected for ‘study. A visit 
was ‘made to each agency ‘by one of the researchers .to learn about the 
. agency's program and to obtain ‘data: concerning expenditures for that 


_ C districts were second least wealthy, | on..the average ,. of the four: growie 


-” : program. .The five.:agencies were North Idaho, Children! s Homé, Lewiston; | > 


_ - Shoshone County Association for Retarded Children, Silvetton; New Day - 
x 4 - Products, Pocatello; Adult/Child: ‘Pevelopment Center, Pocatello; and. 
oe _ Adult/Child Development’ Center, Idaho Falls. Data were obtained from - 
- .. four of, the five® agenéies. Only the Adult/Child Development Center in. 
> PocateFlo . Ratios to ptovide the data we*needed to compute program costs. . 
cee Each agency.'s ‘program and. the ‘costh. associated | with that PEORRET are’ 
idtseueeee Ree in ‘this section. a 
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- > North Idaho. Children’ 6 Hone 


The Worth ‘dato children’ ations oe isa woneneorie.: non-sectarian; eng ee 


. "corporation. ‘It was ‘founded ‘in-1908 as the northern. district of the Idgho.. 


’ Children's Home Finding Aid Society and chartered, as a separate’ corporation 


' in'1935 as the: Childrén's Home Finding and Aid Society of Notth Idaho. The 
' North Idaho-.Children's: ‘Homey currently offers several programs including . 


- -(1),.a residential. treatment program for. emotionally ‘disturbed boys and 
- girls, (2). group: home services, (3) specialized éducatjonal services, ee 
including summer school, (4) medical services, (5) psychiatric. ‘and psycho~- 


‘logical services,’ (6) ‘social . work services to children, families, and 


“* agenctes, (7) foster care, .(8) recreational PRET anr ey, (9) adoption. _ 


‘services and-. (19) a family . resource. abs ce 

= os 7 
“the adtigational savvices: ouowiicd by NICH were the subject of the. 
. present study. - The program provides. educational services .for. emotionally 
‘disturbed boys and girls, focusing. upon the association between the © 


. . behavioral. and educational problems: of these students. The educational © 


= 


program began ‘operation in 1976 and received its first public support 4n 
1977. Currently the education program ‘includes. four: classrooms, each «.° 
“staffed with a teacher and an aide, with-a maximum of eight students in -- 
each classroom.: This arrangement permits truly individualized | teeeructloa 
_ along with a comprehensive behavioral management and motivational” system, 


Of the 38 students who left the education center in 1977, a0. returned toa - 


peptic: school, tg cont save their. education.” a as 

“The program peceiied by the: Children" s Home includes both tositentiat 
‘and educational services. e average. time spent by: a student in the 
_ residential program is 11 yénths, while the ‘average. time spent in the 
educational program ig, se en to eight months. ‘Typically, a student is. 
first placed’.in the: educ ion center on.a full-time basis and, when progress 
warrants, he/she’ is. placéd.in a public ‘school for one-half-of the school. 
day... The objective of the program is- to-énable students to. overcome their 
problems ‘and return to a regular public school setting:as rapidly as 
“possible. ‘The educatidjal. center program uses a self-contained, objective- 


' . . based individualized pr gram wkth both’ edtcayions® and behavioral | 


objectives. * A staff metiber of the Children's Home provides» liaison. between 
the: Home and -the Lewiston School District: for students who are in half-time 
attendance there, and also works in a liaison capacity with a student’ s 
- home school district after the send léaves the Children’ 8 Home: 
During the. ‘eweivessontli: period: ‘July. 1, 1977=Jpne 30; 1978, a fetal, of 
56 boys and girls were inyolved in the ‘education ‘cémter program. The  ° 

. average enrollment in the “program during the. 12-month: period-was, 21: 67 
students ; the average number ‘of full-time equivalent: students in the. _ .- 
program was 18.67 with an ayerage 6f three full-time equivalent etudenee’” > 
" half-time placement. The highest student ‘enrollment’ was. ip S@ptember, © 
: . with 25 students in the Program; . nS lowest enrollment was iff June, with 
© 18 studentg enrolled. - - 4 : : Bi Ce ; 

: : 8 
. Analysis . the. cost. of. the educational portion of the ptogram es 

complicated by. two factors. . First, ‘one must Siering heeces the cost” 


, s g . mo : : ae eae 
x . . * * a 2 4 “ i ® vay hte oo 
8 J : - = “Se oo 7 * . . Pee t 
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— ae ok “WkontkdencTar Mogean’ ‘anid the cat Par: ‘the edudational: ‘center program: = 
“sg esreécognd ding’ ‘that: ‘these. two" ‘aspects ofthe program are ‘integrally - 
relat a: “and. complementary. “Second ;: “dvring 1977-78 NICH teceived’.a gtant:. 


aioe : Project: R. Bike BD: Y*: Eras ‘the: ‘Idaho Law Enforcement Planning * > ek 
. Cot ipbion’, « 1's" ‘pyant - enabled” education center: to ‘begin developing — 
oe. fee ee -curriculim- puldés’- and” materials gl ie in ‘addition, - made’ possible dfaison . 
Pe eae eae > aiid: £61 low-up ts@rvices. ‘fof? i cadens: ‘who leave’. the education center-and: ’, 
ae ee ee “return fo: thetr.. Jogal | schoo}. “Mable 13 ‘inditates expenditures by ajo” 
a. we i 3 eategories: fow. the. reduc atic . center’ -progratt, distinguishing between’ 


LT At Se”, Sexpendd tuyait! supported y: thie, Project R.E.A.D.¥. grant and the. normal. ; 


ae "sy: a eee 
- Aas "5; . education’ cénter: progr Aoxpthditures. In calculating‘the cogt.of-the - “ 
er eee rogram per: ‘fukl” time eqp pivdlent student, it seemed’ reagonable to: exclude 
eo Ee ‘expendi turés: fot 'capita} Egatlay: and staff development funded by Project , 
, Caer ec ed  B.E.A,D,¥ grant on the! basis. that théy represent | one-time ‘expendi tures 
le es *Sedther: phah regularly regurring costs. Subtracting expenditures ..for these _ 
re” categor{eqi\Leavea a total: program expenditure ‘of $117,862. The North. 


‘Idatlo ‘Children’ "G Home served | 20. 17 full time* equivalent students during: + 
the 12-menth period. Thus’ the expenditure’ per: FTE student - for this ~ 

. program was $5,843.. Although it ‘should be- emphasized that. this is an 
estimated program’. cost based on somewhat arbitrary decisions: concerning: = | 
the expenditures. which should be. inehuded, and those which’ should be. ae . 
: excluded, we believe. that At is. a reasonable spp reninarton of the cost ae 
- the! program. i. . 7 a oe a 


od 


3 -Shoshone-Count 
for eran ded Chil en 


Cd 


e (* @ 
* The Shoghone County Asadctation for Retarded Children. is "= non-Mbfit, 
“non-politigal association which was formed for the purpose of providing = 
for the education, and physical needs of. handicapped children in. Shoshone . 
~ County. ‘The Association ‘operates an. educational program for mentally 
oy saniaeg children, some of ‘whom have mult ple handicaps. The childten’ 
served in this program generally would be classified as ‘trainable mentally . 
-retarded:.or multiply handicapped: pupils. The program is housed: in thes 
-Veterans Memorial Hall in Silverton and serves children. from three: school 
districts (Kellogg No. 391, -MyLlan,No.. 392, and Wallace’ No. 393)?. During 
. the 1977£78- saly1 year the 14 children enrolled in the prograti were . 
served by: two certified teachers, . In addition to. funds, received from 
‘contracts’ ‘with the three participating school districts, the ‘Association 
oe + -also teceives funding from the United Caysade.- The. Association qperates 
a oe re sheltered workshop program for prudent Nover school age invaddigion to’ - 
the contract- “Program. Pe * a er 


si . o 
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Table 14. provides ‘tnformation conc ning expenditures tor the educa- a 
, a “tional program of the Association “or ' tHe 12month period September 1, . '- 
a #449772 ~August31, ° 1978. -Total program—related expenditures dahon this «| 
ae period were $43,278. Fourteen full time equivalent students were engaged 

, -_ in the program. The expenditure. ‘per: FTE student was: $3,091. at ‘should be. 
is i noted? however, that the Association ‘pays ng, rental for the space it uses 
NO). 4) in the’ Veterans’ Memorial Hall. It also. benefits ‘from services donated by 
7 . members who are, committed: to. the goale and. objectives of the program. -. 
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-mesend tents for the" idusacion Center Program: by. the 2 oe 
/North Idaho: Children! s Home,’ July 1, '1977-June 30, Sat noe 3. eS 
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“Educational Project J R. BE: “A. Da. 


“Category of Eapendigurg = Program a Grant’. 
Administration. ) "ee $ 6,718 | *- .g a,972 re et a 
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a)  Gheeruceion, 7 “3 oe. ea 
i an “Salaries & Fringe Benefits «73,049 °° 18, 7 i : 
Sele ye Other ys “age 6 4 pe 3969 2,566 
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ae ee oransportatton = : 6}o ° SF a ee acts g, oe ae we FB a 
ae - aif 4 ¢ "eS oe ey. yee ; ae ~~ . : © Ns 3 eae came 
a6 Operation of Plant eee : va _- 2,968 = oO te > 

“Mathéenancg, of Phagt 


_Seattiisvegpnent 3 oe — SSL ue ° : . 45506 


| Capital offs 
Depreciation: 


‘Other 


: Subtotal . , : -- 91,829 48,206 
-° Less Capital outlay 
, and Debt Service .. , i 8 ~ e 


whee ee aan 945829.” * 26,038 


Total ProgramReluted Bxpenditure a 3 ~ * “ oe 3 $117,862. ; Ty 
oy, Pull Time Equivalent Students a . ms fo poe, oe b0.7, oe 


Ye eniaietie Per F.T.E. Student , oo ce = . , . $5,843 ea 3 


‘ -" *Based on unaudited data provided by North: Idaho Children's Home ,, 
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Expenditures for ‘the: Education Program of” che Shoshone. be, og 
:Biaweee . County: Association for Retarded Children, ; 2% aa 

. ae a ° Beptesber: 1, .1977-August ee 1978* eo Fae, a eS 
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Instruction 2 a Sua at [== ? we e 
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Transportation ee (7.33 2 Sa 4 : 3» 148 | 


' Operation of Plant » - - 7 ane - _ ~ 2 061. Je - 
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Total Program-Related Expenditures WS eae, @ . | 43,278. 
= ae ee OF - ~ a ee 
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' .. *Based’ on ianevidited data provided by Shoshone Couey Association 
FOE Retarded, Children. - bo oe 
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a) 1 A a " . 
Persons. in: ‘the shel tered workshop progratn operated oe the Aseneiseion. are es 
transported on the same bus. as is used to transport. students: in’ the educa~ = “nw 


—% tdon. program. While the marginal - ‘cost: “of: transporting sheltered workshop . 
pro ram participants is probably quite low, the ‘entire transportation . ae 
' opagation is charged to the education program. We believe. the expenditure °°). 
of. $3,091 per full time equivalent’ student represents a reasonable ~. > |.) 
‘approximation of tHe cost of the program, bit caution that if rental. fees hgt® 
— the a cost would: ‘be. somewhat, Mgher: ae a 
, * ‘ : ° : : . a , 
i ar rye eo 7 
New Day Products Inc. oP °« - , ry 
. ¢ 
New Day. Products: beaay in: 1971° as’ a pare of: the state's. 5 thild 
: Development ‘Center system, Its: purpose was to assist’h ndicapped and 
* disadvantaged ‘individuals to achieve ‘the highest’ ae levéet of’ 
economic and’ social independence within the community. . It was funded | 
from CDC funds. and contributions from the Bannock County, Asdociatign fot me 
‘Retarded Citizens. .New Day. Products -w perated s a state facility , - .| f 
-until September of ‘1973, at “which tine Aves, ‘Aincofporated. as a a preter oe. 
non-profit corporations». . a Pe “e 
‘ New’ Day Product eontencds with eas school districts to" “provide - Dee 
exceptional students, between the saat of and 21 with related education - 
‘and work experfences in ‘fireparation forQeconomic. and social independence... Bis 
The contracts with loca]. achool districts. must necessarily be- rebtrigted = = * 
'to‘agé 15. and“over Hecauge ‘of child or laws.. The primary disabilities © § © 
served by New Day Products (not just. school district contracts) are ‘ 
pacer pure among the fa wing amtas ‘of excepctonallty's 
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. ‘Excoptionality . os ‘No. Served ~ Percent “3 ra be 
trainable ieee : - ay a te ae a 
7 Educable Mentally Retarded 7 | 30 as 21.7 © | oo 
- ars me ye 
Physically la. | ; 7) 19.4 °° ; : 
; . - tnatopatj Handicapped a" - = : \ | 18.6 ig ~~ 
+ - Cerebral Palsy a . 8 . = : “Od 
. : Other . ce oy ia. ** ee ) — me PT. a _ : o: a 
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Total 


_ during #Accal year 1978. a vs 


re iicougie contracts “with the. Pocatello, A nerican Falls and: dockland 
School Districts, educational services are: provided to pupils contracted 
for special education. Educational skills, ae and daily | 

_- living &kills were taught to a total.of 21 students. duing’ fiscal year 

tt 978. An. PANTER treatment plan is written for each pea vadual and ° 
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rt- and long-term goals for independence ‘are established. . 
_ | Phe expenditures: reported by the New Day Product's. program for - as 
‘-gerving 21 pupils (16 full time equivalent pupils) are reported in Table: "_ 
- 15, It 4s important to note that these ‘até self-repoxted expenditures — 
-. -aceortding to a format we provided A part of the cost of any private, .- 
‘non-profit enterprise is expenditures for debt service ‘and depreciation ~”” 
YY of buildings and equipment, particularly’ for’sheltered workshop.programs 
: such as this, one.’ The pro-rata share of debt Service césts for'school - 
~ district contract students ig included in Table 15, but’the: share for — 
\depreciation.is not included.. ©. *) "7. oe woe 


ef a 


year 1977-78 to sprve 16. full time equivalent students orra total of —. .. 
-- "$4,918 per FTE pupil. Discussions with New Day Products officials, — 
= yevealed that they, betieved the state funding ‘formula for ‘contract 

/ tocat schook districts, that if there were not, enough ‘referrals from 


tie te fee eu total expenditures of $78,693 for fiscal.” 


/ local school districts, then: the’ state -formula revenue would not be © > 
_ adequate. Their point was that training and teachercosts’are necessary « 


Wow. CS +e ; age 
+*" ug >. 4° whether there is one student or ten students. -If there dare inadequate 
: 4 


. y «referrals: (total contract students), then the. basic cost of hiring 


ae adithts with the opportu 


4’ \ for low referrals, bimhlar2ko..Fhe procedure being ae aa ; 
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teachers and supervisory, personnel.would not be covered -by. contract ™ 
revenue, : Their recommendation, was to guarantee a minimum funding level 
‘rehabilitation programs in the state. 2 4. = 2 
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2+ , ("« The Adult/Child Development. ééhter -in Idaho’ FajIs:- js a public,  non-. 
prvfit center operated under. the auspicés of the*state’s Bepartment of —. 
Health,and Welfare. This center provides a variety off services. to both - 


a ‘adults and,children. in” tlie ‘area served by Idaho Falls. The adivlt program ; 


a iS centered around ortugey g@ acaulze which provides gidex seudenee 


we 


tu ty" £0 acquire skis in an, indust raid, wood 


products opévAtion sin which &,variety of, products, are "tiade by: andicapped 
children and adults. i ae | 7 ee a 


7 Menge “ 


je"’Genter contracts’ with Idaho Falls, Shelley, agd other school 
.  distrigts to. provide services to-student referrals who are primarily the . 


severely handicapped;-e.g., the trainable mentally retarded. “Legs severe — 
or mj1d/moderate handicapped ‘cases ‘tend ‘to be retpined and educated by the.. 
school districts. , os an 8 . | . 
' The Centér eivoreed that it served a total -of 22 children during the _,. 
_1977+78 school year. , They reported total contact hours of 13,567 for — 
these 22-chttdren¢ which, assuming ,a.180 day year and’ 6 hours’ per day 
program, converts ‘to 12.6 full th ei otvalent students.- z : ar 
aaa i Oy a 
The expenditure data reported {n Table 16 are self-reported costs 
for serving 22 children. The reported costs: were. $86,561 which converts: _ 
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Transportation-Pupil " oS eG ee : pa ie oe, : . 6.970 bo eke re 
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Fixed’ Charges-—Hnployee Fringe Benefits % 4 ef R519 


Debt Service--Spectal Edu ation share a _ - - 2,570. . 


Total. Program-Related Expenditires: 22. a ee ee $78,693 
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- 42 we = Oe for. the. : education Center. Progai. by 7 
ee, .. < - the Idaho Fallg.. ult /Child Diet rgaa 


eo a ae 138 fe - i ‘ rn rr 

_ Gategory of Expenditure agg OS “ine -. Expenditure ; 

hg Administration me et -_ Pe Oe Se jos sam | 
eee? whettuction . beg | % oe, eek 8 eS 

a, “Salaries Sr ae . oe. * Bae Te §1,8 
(Other -.. a , a rr ee 

Trafisportation—Pupil é - ag — 7S oe cho a me se? 5 

Operation of Plant _ - © 28 4 — se ie = 7 _ 3,013 aad 


Maintenance of Plant . 
Fixéd Charges-—Enp loyee Fringe Benefits - ye oo e239 19 218 


» Capital ourlay--Spectal Education share. a 5 oa 855 . 
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# : ‘ k rng ‘ ; oo . 
“Total Progran-Related Expenditures | ae 3 $86,561 
( | Full ‘ime Equivalent Students—Based on e 2 “sx 
ij. - 13,567 tot\l contact hours assuming a = Ee _ ae 
: "180 day yea and 6 i ad oe 2  & vy 12.6. 
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to $6; ,870 ‘pet FTE dtudents: Diséussions wraith: officialavat théTdaho ~ 
-Falls Adult /Child Deyedopment'.Center indicated that the 
and/or local. reimbursement. for student referrals. must be g eater than’ 
the present gtate’ formula allows. They suggested. that withoutvadult.  - 
volunteers the present program could.not survive financially...: The: 
unpredictability from year ‘to year ‘of the referrals and clients. 
served, they* suggested, makes. program “and fiscal planning very difficult, 
and’ creates budgeting problenis which are. omnipresent. 
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“part: VIIL.) Federal Funds for the’. ae f 
ducer {op of. a Children ; 
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- Although some federal funds: had been’ available for Many years to’ oy 
» support: specific activities relating todthe needs ‘of handicapped. children, 
A.B preparing teaches, developing special curriculum materials, — 
conducting research ar@ the like, it was not until the enactment of 7 
Public Law. 94-142 ° (whit +h was signed inka. law. by President Ford on ~~ te . *. * 
‘November 29, 1975)’ that significant amounts of federa} funds were made "° — 
' available for direct support of edu ional programs for handicapped 
Children. P.L. 94-142 requires schoo! districts throughout the United — 
States to provide handicapped individuals betweén the. ages of 3 and 21 __ 
with a free poprapenaee public education in -the ‘least restrictive environ- °, 
.ment possible, It also commits - the federal government to provide. funding 
to assist state and local educational agencies in attaining the goals © =>. — 
established by the law. P.L. 94-142 “As a comprehensive piece of. legisla~ ; 
~ tion which establishes far-reaching policies and procedures with regard tol ; 
the identification, : assessment. and educational programming for handi- - i...) . 
capped childrén. It is the’ fiscal: provisions of P.L. 94- 142 that are of. 
primary: interest in this study. os - 3 
aN ‘6 
: “QPL. 94-142 teeat tigiee a state's basic ‘entitlement ; ‘to federal funds’. 
, . according to a statutory formula. A state's’ allocation ‘is: determined by. 
multiplying the number of handicapped. children ‘aged 3 to: 21 inclusive in 
the state whofiare receiving special education services by the amounts set 
in ‘the. following ‘schedule: : 2 _ 1% ey ae > 


“Fiscal ‘Year 1978: “5 ‘percent “of the: nattowal average : F 
e. per peer expenditure . se oe, 


10 peeeent ‘of che daeonal, average 
per pupil expend tiny sg - & 2 


20: percent of the imattonal. average 7 
a pupil Smpenei ture 


1s. 30 seseene of the national 1 Age ee we | 
Phe puptl expenditure, 7 ys | A. 


‘Fiscal Year 1982 40 percent of the: ‘aattonal average 
_... and thereafter:’ ‘per Pa expenditure oh ee 
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‘tt should Se emphasized that these are authorisation levels f siot ‘approprie~ 
gion lévéls sOnly the ‘most optimistic individuals anticipate that the. 
_ amounts cme -approprifited will come close ,to the amounts eben dree: 

i Pn f- ee . 

“The * ‘natianal average. per. pupal, expandivevel™” is ‘defined ‘as the 
aggregate carrey expenditure. of alf local school digtricts during . the... 
“second. fiscal year preceding the fiscal year. for which the computation is 
being made, plus any additional direct. state’ educational expenditures. for. 
the operation of local school districts, divided by the aggregate number 
| Of childten in- avetage daily attendance. The. expenditure figure for ‘Fiscal 
1978 -was ‘set at $70 (5 percent of the national average per pupil expendi= co 
. ture of $1, 400). Furids generated “by the formula are, allocated fo state and 
.. local educational agencies within each state; with 75- ‘percent of es total 
* ” funds available to’the state being “flowed through” to. local stfool district 
in FY: "1979 and thereafter... From the funds a ropriated under P.L. -94-142, 

. the, Idaho * Department ofEducation will cae each: year. for the purpose. i 
~ of administration of the law either $200,000 or 5 ‘percent of the total 
amount ot program funds raveived, whichever is eater. - te _" 
- " Thejglaw provides. that a state hay require a local educational ‘agency . 

. to: submbe; a -' oe ot application" ifs (1). in Fiscal 19.79 the local. 


“ed cafitgial agency/s entitlement is less than $7,500, ot (2) the agency is - 
unkb1 gio establiéh and maintain programs of sufficient: ‘size and’ scope... 
(as \"WaRined by the state) to meet the needs of handicapped children. 

as chosen ‘not, to impose ‘a requirement that a local district must. 
‘be ‘entitled to at 1 -.lpast $7,500 in order to-receive "flow th ‘i funds... 
‘Rather, districts Pee dealt with on the basis of whether oy not they can 


. provide adequate ‘and cost-effective services to handicapped children without 
agoomegtidating services, with similarly situated neighbo ng districts,” 2 
ny ‘ ; 


P.L. 94-142 cobabliends two priorities’ for service to Haridicapped” 
children. -.First priority must be. given to children who. are not currently | 
“Berved at all and second priority must be given to improving services for. 
 thgse who are now being | ‘served, but not adequately. The funds provided 

i. under P.L. 94+142 may not be used to- supplant state and local funds 
ddirrently ‘devotéd to the support of programs for handicapped children 

-, utless a state can satisfy: the U.S. Commissioner. of Education that adequate: 
educational: services are being provided to all handicapped children in the .. 
“s state. If a state can conving® the Commissioner that’-all handicapped childr 
‘in’ the state ‘are being served adequately,. then funds received under the 

“) . proviSions ofp. L. .94-142 may be used to supplant state and local funds; _ 
“ «Exactly pow a State would: go about the task /of éonvincing the Commissioner - 
of Education that. all of its Li cHildren ‘are being. served adeqvate 
‘is ad, yer — : 


° f Se 


the” law Pee that local sctiooll districts maintain records which | 
- aege funds iprovided under the Act are used solely for the eyess cost 
Waial education and-related: services , for handicapped children. This ~ 
(a, cost funding mech@ism requires that school districts compute | the | 
cost'éf educating, a handicapped’ child and then. subtract from this amount . 
thaiaverage cost of equcating a non-handicapped child in the district's 
The lar ‘PEOGraMS: The difference (excess) my then: ‘be fully or pattially 


aN - Te re _ | ar, . é . : : 7 7 . . : aa X : | | 


7 clapareea: The expenditures: used in, comput ing the ‘excess are. essentially - Se 
those ‘amounts unique. to: the. Handicapped child}, i.e..,° the marginal costs. —_ 
incurred as @ result of the ‘child: being handicapped. They. do not include» 
those costs which would have™ been incurred simply because the, child-- 

‘ handicapped or not--enrolled in school, i : 

The excegs cost. provision is intended to ensure. that vad and Leeal 
‘ educational | agencies commit ‘themselves to provide ‘the same base of gupport os 
' for the education of handicapped children that they provide forall other .~ 
children. Administrative rules for PsL. 94- 142 wpecifically forbid: the: ~ 
use of funds provided under, the’ Act to pay. for= all of the special. ‘education « 
and related services given - to a iets Gaara ‘Only: ‘the excess cost 

"may be aided. Thus ‘local, school districts br intermediate educational a 
agencies will have to maintain fiscal and. program récords. wHich wilt enable 

'. them to determine the cost of regular education. and the cost ‘of | special 

education and related services. 
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Public Law94- 142 Funds, 1976-77 oo 
F . " : - 
The 1976-77 séhooi year. was the first, in which. funds became avai lable 
-to Idaho school districts. under P.4L. 94-142,° "Flow. through" ‘funds.were - 
not provided during that year. All. awards were made on the basis of = =~ - 
_/. applications submitted by school districts for specific projects or . a % 
“3:. activities, Table 17 provides informatioh on expenditures ‘made -by the 
"sample school districts,‘all other Idaho. school districts, and total . 
expenditures by various categories. We reviewed all approved applications, s 
for support pndér Title VI-B, -P.L. 94-142 and found that the services could 
be placed isto one of aix categories? aides, purchased services and — 
- consultants, tfansportation, special materials and equ pment .teachers, 
' and supervision and training. - - 
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- About 34 percent of the state's’ total Title-VI-B expenditures were 
+ madé by the school districts included in the sample. Expenditures by ‘the | 
sample districts totaled $87,017.° ‘Schools in Group A accounted for 43. 
percent of the total, schools in Group B accounted for 30 percent, those 
in Group € accounted for 23 percent, and those in Group.D for 4- percent 
7 of the total. for the sample. A majority of the. expenditures by Group A 7 - 
schools were for aides and analysis of the applications revealed that © ; 
- these were primarily aides who york in a one-to-one relationship toa | 
severely handicapped pupil.. "shroois in Group. B spent funds primarily’ to 
" purchase services. and consultant help and to employ additional teachers. 
Districts in Group C spent funds primarily for. aides ‘and ‘additional 
teachers and those {n Group D used the funds to hire additional aides. 
. For the state as.a whole, additional. aides accounted for 37 percent of 
expenditures, ‘expenditures for ‘special materials and equipment accounted 
* for 24 percent of the ‘total, and-expenditures for: teachers accounted: for .- 
about 16 percent. Expenditures for supervision and training of personnel. _ 
‘and expenditures. for transportation were the lowest expenditure categories. — 
In" the transportation category, 64 percent of the expenditures for trans- — ~ 
portation, were for special transportation equipment needed to transport 
 hatidicapped children | and the Teme tade® was for’ oo eee of. children. 
a eT ee 


a. ‘a oa ae nog : . . os 


al ee . . . : ae : ; ; : . : Zl . 


« 


* 
. * zi 
s 
tye 
g 

. 
‘ oe 
at Ms . 
é ay : e 

: ‘ 


a re = Table 17 bie we a oe, | Se 


eee ee hte cae Expenditure ‘of TITLE VI-B, P-L. ee oe ec ee x = “ae 
re SSeS Me UE a Tdaho- Nie DiatElety 1976-77 tot @aee e. eo, & @ : Ses 


5 eee >? ra: : : : z co Ween 


he ee oo at otter * ee 

| Purpase ‘of Pependi ure = = tes —o : . i e 
act Ris SAN BC ae 
; Sy Be 


a oS oe Group, ° 


Purchased Services an 
Consultants, zie 


Transportation | 

ee al . : ; 
‘Special Materials ‘and 
” Equipment =~ 


: Teachers ; 


' Supervision a . ae | es SP pes 
ea ’ ad ie a, 
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‘Tacs view the projects. and activities supported ‘with title 1 VI-B, - 4 
finds ‘1ni.1976-77 as representing one measure of the undet -needs of . = 
jandicapped' children in Idaho" school: districts. “It‘seems ‘reasonable : to: 
Asaume that as additional funding became available, school districts _ 
_would sgek support: for the highest ‘priority needs of handicapped © ‘children 
‘which ¢duld not’ be funded from -gxT8ting sources of revenue.” An analysis 
of the te per 2 for which funds were awarded suggests that iin Group A 


‘distri¢ts er 2,000. full term A.D.A. : ‘the emphasis was on providing 

additionajf teacher aides, “particularly aides. to work on a one-td-one’ + — 

‘basis/witf} severely: handicapped: children, In'Group’B (750-1,999. full. . 
cera/A. D.A.) the emphasis was. placed’ on contracting for services not” 

ise available, particularly with regard to assessment and avaliation: 
“of andicapped children to determine the most appropriate programming for 
thém. Districts in Group C (300-749: full term A.D.A.)- placed emphasis on .. 
8 curing additional aides and teachers, while those in Group D spent. most. 
the funds to secure: additional aides. For the state.as awhole, © ° « 

phasis: was , placed on securing additional human resources--aides, . 

_ ¢onsultants, teachers--rather. than on posuisteton: of equipment ‘and 

hardware. Bg em | 


P.L. 94-142 Fund’. 1977-78 , a a a rs 
Table 18 provides ipfexmsetba eonetvniie Epebi nutes, duet ithe J4 
_ 1977-78 school year. by the sample districts from funds available. under 
PLL. 94- 142. Thege data were obtained from unaudited school district 
reports. ‘and. thus may. not be ccompleyely accurate. They do, however, provide . 
an-indication of -the priorities assigned to various sefvices. Expenditures 
: - related*to instruction a¢counted for the great majority of expenditures in 
| each of the four school district groups, ranging | from 100 percent in . 
h. ‘Group D to 62.8 percent for.Group B.- Expenditures for capital outlay 
- yanked’ second in priority for the total sample, accounting for 8.4 percent 
of all expenditures. . Expenditures: for capital outlay ranged from 11.4 
_percent by Group. A schools. to none for Group. D schools .« Expenditures for 
aie services were important in Group B districts but not in any of 
\ the other three groups. Expenditures for pupil ‘transportation were ‘low, 
| consed turing, 3. percent of expenditures for the total sample and ranging 
from 4.1 percent of the total for Group B districts to, none for Group D ° 


7 Sargeras: As in 1976-77, the emphasis. was placed:on. improving the qualit¥ 


of human resources avaliable for education of handicapped children rather 

han on hardware, It should be noted that the expenditures reported by~ 

"sample districts will not necessarily equal.the amount of ‘funds allocated. 
 tlo these districts, during 1977-78, P.L. 94-142 .funds are accounted for 


° geparately and an inexpended balance in ene fund may be: carried over to . 


a e Fo lrowing: Senos year. . : a 


Es imated P.L. 94-142 Funds 


Table 19 dindicatee the estimated Siuae of Title vi-B. funda available 


_ fo'r| flow through’ to Idaho school districts in FY 1979. . Estimates are - 
_ pro aded for. the four groups: of districts ante a» the as as well aso. 


a f 65 


: ee ot a ie 
* 128 . : ; 
char 8 | Table 18°’ 
: ~ Expenditure of TITLE VI-B, P.L..94-142 Funds |. 7" 
: By Sample Districts, 1977-78* © 2. ? ; = 


% 
Administration: ” 
, . 

Instruction. 


102,509 . 81.8 52,191" ..° 62.8 


Attendance 


. i 4 
. 359 ~ 0.3. | 17,384 . .21,0 


a Services’ O.1- 0.7 - 


4 “ . — 
Transportation (Pupil) a 4.1 
Operations (Plant). 
“Maintenance (Plant). 


Fixed Charges a 


Food Service ~. ¢ 
id Ly deeds 


Capital Outlay 22,563 — 


Total. SO «dL ~Ss«C28,345° 10020 82,925 100.0. | - 


*Unaudi ted data from school district reports \(Form_$.D.E. 650-26) . oy fs _ ore i 


266,497 100.0 


s 


v 


-. ®Based on ‘estimated state award of a5. AS? 318 with 75% flow-through ¢ to. 


ERIC #° 


“'Source:. Estimates provided by the Idaho. Department of Education, ~ 


Table 19 a oe ae & 


, 
« Retimated Amount of P.{% 94-142, Title VI-B Funds Which Will = os 
“Flow ‘Through to Idaho, School. Districts in FY 1979* pe oe ee 


~ 
ia 


a = 7 ee _ a 7 -. Children Served a 
ore = : — ee 527,375,” _ a, 525 | 
B oe : “22 | . is -150,657° - > 15007. 
co ag 9748 660 
3 _ = 3 ‘s a. . op Aa 388 * 115 
al Other Districts 59s 51,045,154 7 | "6,987. eee 
TOTAL “ 403 2,839,284 12,294 oe 


Fd : 
4 


e 


local districts. . ae 2 . ore 


* : : . oe 


aig a ee 


. for: the | ‘total state. The estimates’ ‘are Ba ed an an, estimated state ‘award’ 
. > .Npf $2,452,378, .of: which 75 percent will. ‘flow through, to local districts:: 5 
_. A total of. 10 local; districts are anticipated to.receive flow’ through i 
oe funds totaling $1,839,284. It is’ estimated ‘that 12,294 children will. be ae 
_igerved by those 103° districts. ~The amount of Funds available: Ls, directly | 
“related ‘to ae nee of children served : ‘by. each" district. ' e — es 
11-flow through: te” dahd—se pie & 
 districts,. grants ‘to defray "Bx ss costs" may also'be made ‘for specific. 
‘services or. activities. Such awards come from the portion of the total <: 
*. state award: which ‘does not: flow through to local districts. : Excess cost: 
' awards are intended. to cover. additiongl costs of. adequately serving 
endicapper children that are ‘not covered -by ‘flow through funds or by” ; 
"state and. local funds. Since the excess cost awards for FY 1979. cannot . 2 
. - be determined in. ena he ‘on excess, cost awards to Idaho. school - > 
"districts in FY 1978 are provided | in'Table :20. A total of $288,583 in °° 
' '  @xeess cost awards was: distributed in FY 1978 to 70 Idaho ‘school districts. 
As «indicated in Table 20, 30 of the 70 digtricts were included in‘our ~ 
sample and together ‘re¢teived a tatal .of eva aed ones 600° (56. percent), 
* of the total: excess cost: one a : , ee 


: ‘the extent to ‘which. fands - avai lablé under P; L. 94-142. wt diterease! in’ 
the future - ‘cannot be determined. Although some increase in fu ding may be 
anticipated, it ig.not likely that: the appropriations. will ‘ine! ease tothe 
- levels authorized.: .On the. other -hand, reductions in “funding from current. 

_ ‘levels are,also unlikely. ° Consequently, it seems reasonable to’ ‘assume — 
> thak, Idaho\school districts can continue to, anticipate that at . least the. °_ 
- present: 7 of federal funding will be vailable for support - o£ programs 
fort, the education of handicapped child? n, and> that modest. increases in: 
. funding. may be forthcoming in future years. oo 
Discussions with total school. district sapennet: revealed. a problem 

common. to nearty all federal programs. ‘That 4s, the- uncertainty associated 
‘with future levels of funding | and delays ‘in. Congressional action on ’ 
appropriations make it difficult for local -school- officials to plan... ae 
“effectively. If local school officials do nét. ‘know.,whether,-of* not, funds |. 
will be available.under P.L. 94-142 until after the beginning of the schopl | 
year, or if the amount of funds available is uridetermined ? ‘dt makes it 
eae. difficult for them to 'plam a program: ‘of educatidémal services.for the handi-, 

‘chpped which makes the most efficient use‘of the total: funding available: « 
cone funding’ nae eg effect: he discoutaging, carefil:, ehevenessl age 


THis. problem is. ee to the pre lems, sven tence ‘inder’ mMtle eo + 
| the. Elementaty and Secondary Education Act.’ The obvi ougeanswer * 1s. to: 

persuade Congress tb forward ‘fund P. Le. "Oh-142 sO at Adcat, achool . officals 
can. achieve the most, efficient Use. of the’ funds. ; 


Soe ww carer , 
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“ye : ce _ , aa a tie ; ai : Table 20 7 ; : a . 


, nase toMe 3 zh a 7 . 7 _ oe 


oy ageant of P, ta 94 wel42, Title’ VI-B Excess’ Cost Awards - e 
Pe, Fae te Tdahot choo: Districts. in. FY (1978 - * gt Be Ra 


” 


de ee eee Oe? eee, 


z 
7 oe ee ee ee eee 


® . . 7. ’ ae Grou Ses * ss | o ~ oa Kz stricts Se a oa | $ ate - ~ . a 


a ee ee er er rr 25,449.79 
] a a ee he 7 B® "8,391,10" 
a “ald Other Districts ae a st “ee a 121,968. 98° 


ie 2 . * : : « 


: we , TOTAL oo eS 288; 1583. 3.19 


ee . ee ‘ . a ‘ __ ‘ fae, : — . ws oP ee 
a : : . ’ od : . is ey vey t Wat 
“Source ig- Final nesare: ‘of FY,78° Title VI-B Excess Cost Awards to. Districts, 
ee face eae ae “bf E Eeucation, ied tt te 4 wo 
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"Part IX.. Summary and Recommendations : 
e ws woe ” a ; . — 
The putes of this gtudy of Idaho! 8 program’ ‘for. educating exceptional. 
‘éhildren- set forth in ‘the preceding sections of this onepORe may ips sum 
marized as FOPloWer a 
a a 1. | Idaho" 8 provisids fot financing programs for exceptional “ 
vo cw children gonsist of two types of support; - -(a) local school 
« districts are reimbursed by.the state for 8Q0,percent of .  — ¢ 
. > ‘-approyed. expenditures for saldries paid to tleachers, aides, - 
"4. . 9. and other ancillary: personnel: dnvolved. in providing educa- . ps 
; tional servicés- to except fond chiidren‘and (pb) a portion. of . 
the state, county;‘and-local funds: generated by the state's 
rs a * feandation program : for education is attributable to the. 
e , . exceptional child* Weighting. factor contained - in: the foundation. 
™ - program, — Becausé the e: -eptional child weighting factor: is 
og ~ applied on ‘a district “wygbasis rather than’ on a school-by- J 
- & e © @ ‘ .  gchool basis, the. same 4m deep factor (1. 20) eee in- 
ae ante all sehgol 4 3 seg. 3 


Ds the: Idaho program: ie souuee eae damental as a black grant 

“for exceptional child education, although there is no _specific | - 
> requirement that’ these funds be- ‘spent exc tuSively: on programs 
for i aca children. es a “Hi s- 

> 3 The State Board of Education haa adopted administrative Vulge.. 

' and. regulations. specifying approved models far providing educa~ > 
tional services to exceptional chjddren and staff-student 
personnel ratios. The rules provide local districts firm 

' guidelines with regard to assessment, evaluation and programming, . 
procedures while maintaining ‘sufficient flexibility to enable 

. local districts to serve exceptional, children through a variety 
of programs and services appropriate to the district ‘and the 
children ifsserves. This approach is well suited -to the 
diversity in geographic size and population - ec! character 
istics of school districts. in Idaho. 

Ke Regitlar nrbeviin welehead ave rage costs (excluding fedéral’ 
seategorical aids) for grades K-12 ranged from $929 per. full time 

a equi W¥lent AFTE) papil in large districts (Group A) to $1,550 

oe — 2 -> per pupil small districts (Group D). The weighted’ average 

re ae 2c en . 2 eosty for all pupils in.the sample was $970 per FTE pupil. The: - 

he “og... 7 os: diffetential between tmall and large districts was $621 per — ” 7 
ae a 2 Js pupa. a substantial, and. significant amount. We. concluded that: 

pA Se Oa ow» tie dif ference ig most likely attributable to an: ‘economy ‘of © 
a non ae. tale factor. The economy: of -scale factor suggests that larger 
i. a or gehool districts are, more efficient in using resources than are - 


- . Coe . gmdller units. - Sparsity weightings in the state foundation pro-— 
i Se a grait.are intended to offset, the higher aes ae per PTE uni 
ee "ss & that characterize smiall districts. ; 


eee ee ee ee oa es ‘ “es 


ee a a pee o, ee ee ee ee 
. oe ; nae witha oo 


oe tanned, average ‘cost ~(axcluding, federal eee “atide). ; 
_ Afer FTE pupil in exeeptional child: programs :ranged from $4,499 = 
“per pupdl in Group A districts to $5,470 per pupil in Gtotp.C . ” 
districts. | Although: ‘in. terms . of’ percentage--th 3 difference igs -. 
not as large as waa, the. case. in the: regular programs, /it ig ~ ": 
large in, terms of dollars.’ It -appears that the feconomy of. 
~sseale fa stor may be one reason for the: differeyte. Although: 
the sparsify factors in the general state aid formula'do. not ..-- 
_ anpear to. have mich. affect on ‘thé foundation ‘program allotment . 
- ee for spécial givcgtion | ‘they do seem to have some affect ong. 
Ke * seis “.. general Prog am funding, providing more aid ‘per pupil to: small 
5 oF fe districts... Tt also appears that sparsity. corrections: have 
little affect on: student wéightings. in large districts (Group 
A), but do begin to affect weightifigs in Group ‘B districts. -. 
This may explain, at"east in part\ the’ dif ferences in cost. 
; between n Grobp:-A disterets and the smaller districts. a. 


we 


‘When the weighted average costs per’ E pupil for resource room : 
‘and s f-contained | classroom programs were compared across the — 
. _- four: ‘district pize categories, no major differences were found. / - 
'* Resource room costs ranged frdm $4 5675 per ‘FTE, pupil in Group - 
> * D districts re85. 261 per FTE pupils 1 Group A. districts. “oe 
- «Self-contained SY costs. were $&,670 per. FTE ‘pupil in 
'  -Group A distticts. and: $2, 772 per FTE supdl in Group B districts. 
The. cost of communicative disorders programs, however, ‘ranged | 
ee ee £ rém $10,902’ per FTE pupil in Group B distwicts to $15; 257- per 
em FTE pupil in Group C districts, The ‘cause of this sizeable 
difference was not ‘readily apparent, although it maybe a : 
function of the. small number of programs and the difficulty of - 
attaining a ‘program large enough fot maximal: efficiency in the 
. smaller. school districts, ~ fo 


13 “The weighted average cost per PIE Sapae for the resource oe 
ok model was not egy affected by: the severity - of student handi-~ 
eS 4 capping at. either e elementary or secondary levelsg It. did, 
Pe - however, vary between ‘elementary and secondary programs. Resource 
. ‘room costs, per FTE pupil were $5,646 for. all elementary eee 
, << * and $4,223 for. all secondary programs. This. ‘difference of 
$1,423 was unexpected, as was the discovery that there was a- 
higher pupil-teacher. ratio at the secondary ‘level than at the 
- elementary level. The difference between elementary. and. secondary - 
. 2a . resource room costs: may “result from the fact that small districts: , 
: with onlf¥ a few handicapped ‘pupils tend to have only elementary 
- ‘resource room programs which, because of the small number of 
_ pupils, tend to have. low pee cece. “ratios. and thus . higher es, as 
PEE pupil costs. | . a a . ‘ 
+ Be ithe eats per FTE pupil of self-contained mbdel programs were, ‘as 
/ we expected, quite low. The weighted average costs per FTE pup{1 
ranged from $2,448 for secondary’ programs to $2, 905 for ungraded, ae 
mild-moderate-severe programs. The variations in cost among - a 
self-contained programs’ were a smallest of any of the pia 


models. The relatively ‘low cost “68: ese: programs ‘per PIE ‘pupil. 

is primarily a resuly. of the ‘high percentage | of time that pupils | ee 
‘spend in self-contained programs nf oe ue 

.-The Japenditures for ‘commut cations disorder. cedeeaas: were. thie 

highest» ofany major program model we ‘studied. The’ weighted . 

..average cost per FTE pupil in the "29 dfatricts which: provided 

uch programs was $12,650. The costs ‘per. FTE pupéi ranged nae 

= 10,982 fot\elementary-secondary, mi1d-moderate<severe ‘programs. 

: to $15, 728 for elementary, mild-moderate programs. “The high eo) 
ccost per FTE pupil is a.result of. the fact that: most : pupits 

® spend only’ an hour per week (or ‘less) 4n such: programs, ‘as? well 
“as, the fgct that the’ instruction typically-is on a one-to-one: 

'- basis. We believe that differences in pupil-teacher tatio are 

. responsible for. most of the ‘differences in expenditure. in these © 

- programs. One may note. that the htghest cost program.had.a total 
-of only 4.03 FTE pupils'while the lowest cost Eereeaee a total - 

, “of 14, 8 FTE puptie. L. 0 , : ‘ ee 

There is. as strong. ‘inverse relatignship batweds the. ‘average number . 

of hours per week pupils spend in a program -and the weighted: 

average cost eee pupil AS - aa by the following data: a 


. J 


a . ‘Hours Per Week _ Weighted ‘Average. ‘ ; 
Program as _3 ‘In Program Cost Per Pupil 
Self- Contained - . + 24.5 hours $ 2,688" , 
‘Special Design sy. 11.9 hours $ 4,844 
Resource Room 5.5 hours $5,141 , 
Gifted and Talented ~ 2.9 hduts $ 4,052 
Communi cation Disorders. 7 5 Ot $12,650 . 


a 

- The inverse relationship holds true for all programs except the . 
gifted: and talented: program. The. high 4 

_ undoubtedly a function of the nature of Wtgh cont hour pro- 
grams, They tend to be congtant, predictable, and do not entail 
as much of the specialized attention to.individual pupils which 
characterizes low contact hour programs. Low -contact hour pro- — 
.grams are characterized by lower pupil-teacher ratios, greater 
use of ttinerant personnel (which are often quite costly), 
greater use of auxiliary services and ‘more’ attention to planning 
and qrganization. | on 
his “is one foe the first ‘studies: of the cost of educating - \ 
e..... children in which ‘reasonably accurate data have been 
available to: calculaf the cost per FTE pupil for var gaus program - 
delivery models. Most resparchers have estimated costs on-the 
basis of handicapping condi? ther than program ‘delivery 
models: and have’ been forced to calculate. FTE costs’ on the dsis 

of “educated guessés" rather. than haré data con¢erning the " .— 
allocation of pupila' time ‘among various program alternatives. 
Using data from: Table 6, one mgy- construct estimates of cost: 


a. 


a . ‘ : 
. ~~ ‘ .* a : 


Lome "Resourced Foom cost: a 


‘ Propkas Model - Bost sh Program Cost _ Cost Program . “Cost | Cost 
. Resource pent $970 § 

. Self 
aC 971+ 942712650; 2.9. 367 1309 
; talented 970 |) (go. 2 Je A082 -- ae 397 Rn 


ry : ~“ 


i per full time - catoatent 5 pupil and “pel ‘pupil enrolled “in various 


~*~ 


program gost: : Me ts a oo . 


“contained rograms, on. ‘the basis of cost .per pupil enr led they _ 


‘ rooms represent a less costly program delivery model than: alt . 


. in each of the: var ous pre 


it te dime ctant. a ndté that the eae cost of edicap ina a child: ee 


“ts 


pueree models as follows:' . a None. ~~ f4 “2 
a rt se 2a é. Be NO ‘ 
ve os a te ‘Group: ‘Group. Group Group‘, All 2 
v -* at.) . bd a . 2 


Pex FTE pupil, ed Sie 5113. 4676. 4880. , 51k. oe oe 

Per ‘pupil tied “S954. 1050, 814 —- *678' 942 aol . 

Self contained cost;. —— a oe ee eae a 9)... 

Per FTE pupil “°°: a. 2670-2779" Nea. ONAL 2688 . — 

..Per pupil e pels d . . (2206 ~- 2053 NA... NAL” 

“Communication disonders:: a - a. eo 2 ae 
; oo . ae 


_ program. costs:. 

Per FTE pupil . 7 
‘Per pupil enrolled: - / * 366 
ifted ‘and’ talented: - ¥. ea 


i Fg a me 
119 - 10902° 15257. 
163 


- 372 


Per FTE, pupil -  & cow, NLA. NLA. 
upil enrolled - ; N.A.. NeA 


These eaeinalics sige eicaniy that, eee resource. room programs "3 . 
“appear. to-\be nearly. twice. as costly per, FTE pupil as Self oe 
“a 
‘are less. than half ds costly. ($942 vs. $2194). Althéigh stated. 

earlier, it! bears. ‘repeating that pupils in resourcej room programs: 
spent an average of: only 5.5 hours per week, or 18.3 percent, of - 

their time in such rooms, whereas pupils in self contained sero- hm 
‘grams spent an ‘awerage of 24.5 hours per..week, or 81.5 petcent a 
of their tima in them. - These data illustrate that -resour¢e. ; sw 


‘contgined clagsrooms. for those pupil who e educationale'n eds" 
pe met thtoy h resource room programs... .: | 


“" One may aie Seo the oral sea aducatiiag i’ oupil 
ram aceaaes models as ‘follows: 

’ ‘y ‘ 

Regular % Time Pré- ‘Special. 4 “time Bos: ne 

Program; Regular - rated Program \Special, rated Total . ‘x... 


81.7 $792 “$5141 . 18.3. | $941 a 
contajned | 970 /\ -18.5 ~..179 . 2688- 81.5. 2191 2370, 


\ 


in each of the program models ‘consists of two elements—-the pro~. . a 3 
‘cost of ‘the port¥on.of the’ ene the pupil spends in tHe 5 
program and tha prorated: cost per the time. the pupil gpends | 


in a-spectal program. | The. Nexgess cost'Fof the qpectal Propper ie 
iw P om | | 7 


66) a ae : . 2 one 


the: 2 difference between the cost of the’ aller program, mn thie /p 
pase, - $970) and the total cost ‘of the pupil's program,® For’. 7, me 
example, the excess cost of the typical pupil ina resource .roo 4" 
' program-during the’ 1976~77' school’ year was’$763. ($1733-$970) and" 
the excess cost of the typical pupil. in a self Matained a ad 7 
-'was $1400 (92370-$907) » a 


Idaho provides a high level of Posnda su port re programs. for 

. exceptional children. froigtate and county post When - 

receipts for exceptional child programs were. compared. wi 
expenditures for such. programs, ‘we found that revenue from’ 

' eounties represented 3.8 percent of expenditures ‘and - reVYenue tron 

the state amounted to 78.8 percent °of. expenditures. Revenue from 

. gtate, county and tuition receipts totale@fabout 83 percent of. 

- total expenditures for special education ppOgrams. . Eight of ‘the . 

-. forty districts reported spending: no local funds for their special 
education programs and seveh of the eight districts reported that’ 
county and state receipts: exceeded ne expenditures. for: special. 

. education programs. It is apparent that Idaho .is approaching. full - 

‘ state. funding of the programs for exceptional children provided eae 

' its ldcal school<districts. It should be emphasized that revenue | 

from federal Sources” was not ‘included ae these ce teuletionss: 

. Program costs in four agencies which ‘contracted with. local school - 

‘districts to provide special programs for exceptional children ~ 
ranged from’.$3,091 to $6,870. per FTE pupil, State law providgs 
‘that reimbursement to contract agencies . for. such programs may not . 
exceed the cost actually incurred by the agency nor may {t exceed. 

"4.8 times the state: average cost factor per wetaheed pul. In 
three of thé four contract programs we studied the: co3t of the - 
program exceeded 4,8 times the weighted average cost per FTE 

student. in regular programs. It is evident that a portion of the 

cost of these programs is being subsidized. by the contract agency”: 

from other sources of revenue.- This does. not appear to be good ~ 

_ public policy. If contract agency programy are necessary to meet. 

- the state’ s need for special programs, and if the programs fiave |. 

been reviewed: and, approved, then actual progtam costs eee be 

reimbursed. -. , ae a _ . 4 


a ee oy a See 
Federal funds .to support educational programsor- -exceptional . _ 
children are now flowing, ‘to local school districts under the pro-.- 
visions of P.L.:94-142.° The funds involved are substantial--an. . 
estimated $1.84.million will flow-through to Idaho. school districts 
“in, FY 1979 with an additional $600,000 avail) ble for excess cost 
awards .. The bulk of the. funds available from P.L. 94-142. in FY. 
_° 1977,and FY 1978 were used. to" support th@excess : a programs . 
. for severely handicapped pupils and to e ke the an resources 
. ‘avatlable rather than to acquire hardware and equipment . In view. 
_ «7 0 the} high level of state sypport already provided in Idahog, and 
oy the - widespread availability. df p¥ogvame- for exceptional children * 
throughout the state, Idaho © Y soon wish to petition the United | 
States Commissioner of Educktion for permission. to use Federal 


unds to supplanty state ind Local | Finds. 
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15. Et'was not possible to examine directly’ the cost of. transporting ie. 
- pupils in special programs. Data on transportation expenditures. © 
.do not idd@ntify separately the handicapped: chifdren who are being - 
‘.’ tgansported.. “The results af other studies suggest th¥€® most |. 
handicapped children: are able-to e regular buses, traveling: «. 
| regular, routeg: - For i erabportation does nat entail .. 
- . excess costs.. However, seVerely ‘hand capped students may require .. 
specially equipped vehicles (vans or buses) and, where they must ; 
-. be transported to another school or another. distros to gbtaig@.an: Be pe 
fa _ appropriate program, considerable additional cost May be involved. . ; Isic 
: A review.of the excess cost awards granted. during the first two. °° 
years in which P.1. 94-142 funds were available suggested that_-_____“¥ 
local districts are utilizing these funds to help defray the high: . 
_ - cost of transporting severely handicapped pupils: to sites. where ss |.) 
o : ' educational programs appropriate to oe 


a, F rate 
_ _ , ‘_ eee i 


7 a oe s Recommendations. : j - . oy ee 
We believe’ there are three major alternatives for. funding of exceptional 
programs which merit consideration by ~fdaho policy makers. They are’ (1) 
te refinements of the current program which wifl improve its effectiveness * , . 
‘* . and efficiency, (2) adoption of a‘new program iBiinich pupil weightings are. 
used much, more extensively than-in the cufrent: program, and .(3) adoption of - 
_.a new program in which the’ state ®uld fully fund. exceptional educational’ | 
programs provided by local school districts. We shall discuss each of. 4, 
- these alternatives and indicate ouypreference. We wish to emphasize, how- _ Oe 
ever, that the .choice should be.made by those responsible for public: polfcy” ~~ 
'. in Idaho, for we are strongly. committed to the philosophy that decisiofs —. 
-- affecting public. education in Idaho should be made. by the citizens of Tdaho-~ 
eithet directly or through their elected public officials--and not by. out=| 


6 


siders whether they be consultants or federa], ‘bureaucrats. 


rs 
. 


> Refinement or the Existing Program’ ¢ 7 = : a8 
It was evident -from: our analysis that Idaho is’ already providing ahigh =". 
level. of funding from state and.county.sourcés in support of the special 
education: programs’ provided by ‘its lo¢al school: districts. It also was. 
evident -from our discussions with state and local school distri¢t. personnel 
~ that the high level of state and county “funding, combined with the local: - 
‘funding for special education programs, is providing the high level of 
‘local services necessary to adequately serve exceptional children in Idaho.. 
In short, idaho! gggR. program of financial support. for educational pro-~ - 
_ grams for’ exceptf¥nal children is functioning, well. Care must be taken 
lest ‘any changes impair the high level of service that already is being... 
‘provided, - Therefore, thé: recommendationg which, follow will suggest | _ 
relatively minor changes in statutes. ar policies, which will’ improve the _ 
i. existing program, =. ~ glee © tee "Ss Ge, “ees ae 
Qc : 7 & a e 3 . : : ve er 
ERIC . : 


JA Fuirtoxt Provided by ERIC 


am ; et : | 
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= ick Eh OR aioe 
ee ae ie. ee | 
oe es i | 
We recommend that the state cliange’ the way in-which’ the - 


exceptional child ‘sparsity factor is applied. .The statute | 
(33-1002) pFovides that ten or more exceptional pupils are *: 


given a weight of 1:60, four to nine pupils are given a —- 
weight of 1.70, and less than four. pupils are-given a 
“weight of 1,80. _In applying these. factors, however, the 


number of pupils is based on a.district-wide count rather -.. 


than on a, count by individual schools. Very few, if ‘any; 


- districts have ten or fewer exceptional pupils, which. means 


..the practice curreti 


" “that in practice the 1.70 and’ 1.80 weightings are rarely: — ee 


used... - 


"| We. ‘xecommend that pupils be eounted. at, the school level - 


. rather than district-wide for purposes of. applying these. ! 
‘weightings. This is the procedure’ currently ‘employed in. 
applying the sparsity factor established for elementary and 
‘secondary grades. We believe that counting pupils at the 


‘school level rathexe}han the district level is more equitable 


and will provide ‘mi 


‘adequately for student needs than does’ ~ 
y followed. as 


* 


‘We recomniend that the procedures employed in assigning weights ” 
- to exceptional students at the secondary level be modified. to 


remove the penalty now imposed for properly classifying 
exceptional students attending small secondary schoolg. All 
secondary students in regular programs currently are weighted .. 
by a-factor of 1.30. In addition, there is a secondary school _ 


.. sparsity factor ranging from 1.00’ to 1.70 (deperiding upon. size 


secondary grades sparsity factor. 


of school) which may be applied for each regular secondary . 


pupil. All exceptional students in secondary school programs . 
' receive a weight of 1.60 régardless of the. size. of the school ~" 
‘they attend. Secondary schools with less than 300: pupils will - 


find it tempting to classify an exceptional pupil: as a’regular . 


~ pupil because it is financially advantageous for them to do so. 
\ They will be able to weight each regular pupil 1.40 (sparsity - | 
‘factor) plus .30 (cost factor) for a total weighting of 1.70. 


us, an exceptional ‘student will receive a weighting of 1.70... 7 
* classified as a regular student. but a weighting of only _ 


4 
| C60 if classified as an-exceptional student. - 


| A weighting system should not operate ina manner which | 


. gives local districts an incentive to misclassify ‘students! 


elieve th tatute (33-1002) should: be amended to 
remove ‘the cur centive for misclassifying exceptional 
(9F pupils in small attendance units and\ to provide 


a more realis c weighting: for such pupils. ‘We recommend that 


in aldition to the exceptional child sparsity factor of\1.60, 


exceptional children attending este eal schools also be 
weighted by the appropriate secondary grades sparsity factor. 


"For example, an eWceptional child attending a gana te apie 
8 


enrolling 200-299 students of which 10 or more-were cla 


ified , 
as exceptional children would receive a total weight. of 2.0-- 2), 
1.60. for the exceptional child sparsity factor and .40. for the ; 
ps 
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Wy 2s ge # oe “We. -econmfth chee ae ace ‘be nade in he maximum’ amount which - 
“s - °° may be reim urged for pupil ‘transportation costs. ‘The statute. 
s 2 te” (33-1006) presently. establishes a maximum of $15 per week per. 
transported child. - This amount’ is Tikely to be ‘insufficient - 
for severely handicapped students’ who require. special transporta— 
tion vehicles or who must be transported outside the district ~ | 
in'which they reside: to obtain an appropriate program. -We —-. age 
recommend that where the. need for special transportation for an _ 
_exceptional . child: has been: established and certified by the-. 
state Board of Eduqation, reimbursement of © ‘the full seh hg of 
‘such transportation be authorized. : 
4, We: recommend dae where: " edycation 1 programs operated: under. con- 
ra tract by public’ or private. agencied are. required. ‘in order .to- i 
ae: ‘provide adequately for the needs of Idaho' 3° exceptional hildren,.- 
. the full cost of such programs - ‘be eligible for reimbursement. 
The statute (33-2004) currently provides for recove f full 
cost up to a limit of 4.8 times. the state average fe 
weighted pupil. We recommend that the state Board ceaeton 
be authorized: to establish and ‘certify the nead: for programs ~-. 
Lea loa | by" contract agencies y arid to review ‘and, approve such . 
‘program in termg. of their éducational appropriateness and — 
adequacy. ‘Full cost. ‘recovery should be allowed. for contract. 
prog minsg wh h. have been. fted and. ee by the state 


; 4 > ton. f ee / - ° a 
bl | cs. in gente ‘ wet ound. the soni nigerstive ‘rules oye pel ations 
“2 en Gee ‘ established; Sthe state Board of Education for excgptional f 
child programs’ to be adequate and reagonable. : Weggiige find, 
however, that. the commufitcation disorders programs'ih the sample 


of districts we examined were unusually expensive. ‘Some. teachers - 
"in these programs: were. ‘working. with as few.as- 15-20 enrolled 
., students for one hour or less per week, which seems tg be an 
_ unusually ‘light 1 ad. ‘The data we had'were not adequate to 
oe conclusion that the’ communication disorders . programs. 
a were, too ‘costly. Nevertheles, ‘the high.cost of these programs 
~“ , °° *.7.. and the relatively: large’ sey ‘of pupils involved in them sug- 
oe a = gest that they may deserve closer examination. We. recommend that - 
the state Board of Education carefully examine the. communication 


disorders . /programs to see whether greater efficiency can ae is 


Ma ' achieved, ee . ae ee 
. i. a ff 
A Program of Expanded Pupil edghtings oe - t : 


‘As an- albennative to the: current’ system the. state m ni wish. to : 
eonider a new program for support of exceptional child ptograms which ~ 
utilizes a-greatly expanded set of pupil weightings. We ‘shall, attempt’ in 

‘this section to illustrate how,the data obtained ‘in the present study - 

could. be used to deyelop a set of pupil weightings ' for various program. +! - 

a delivery. models. — In order to show. how such a program might be developed, =: 
: . = it is neeRsent? to. establish. specific a cat concerning the level of oe ee 
Ele 2 i rr ee a ee 


‘ ¥ . : : a es : 2 Ee 8 Boe ie 


: a 23 — . _ : Py 3 - = 
2 eee a er 
fe 


woe. : ' 
r. 7 = 1 


A tel 7 oe 4 satis a e ; i 
ae potate fending: which ‘is to be Stovided! foie ‘aoeeial: eto programs — ee 
. - 1lecal school distficts.:’ In devetioping the following. illustrations, we. | 
4 " have arbitrarily. assumed funding..of éxceptional child--programs ‘at ;the - level: 
ye a 2a “of 80 percent and ‘at: the level. of 100 percent of the. weighted ‘average “ost. 
a a per. full time equivalent. pupil or per pupil enrolled. The same procedure * 
“et ; would be used ‘at any other level of ‘state support. . We will use the tesource | 
of -room delivery model to illustrate. the ‘provedure. and then calculate weight. ee 
; ings for each of the other. major propralt delivery models . . : 


”~ . 
4 


In ‘developing the, ALluggrations which follow, we have assumed that. if 
* guch a program were adopted: ‘the existing program would. be abandoned. That 
a, et Say the state would a. reimburse 80 percent of the: salaries of =: _ 
Se ee . -spectal education personnel and there would-be no: separate exceptional 
a . child sparsity factor.’ If the state wished to retain the provision for 80 ~ 
percent funding-of certain,personnel, it. would ‘not be difficult: to develop " 
a set of weightings which would ‘reimburse’ 80 percent. of. the ‘other costs. of . 
ae exceptional education——or ’ any. other specified level of state es maporee, , 
4 ? i 
: The respurce room delivery model yielded. a weigited average cost of. 
$5,141 per full. time equivalent pupil for the sample as..a whole. Costs 
ranged from $4,675: per FTE pupil in the second smallest size category . 
(Group C) to $5,261 per FTE pupil in’ the largest districts (Group A). The 
as F i weighted average: cost. per FIE pupil in the regular program for the sample ~~ 
ee . ' as'a whole was $970, with’ costs ranging from $929 per FTE aeaieek A 
_ : _ districts to. $1, 550, per pupa in oe. D mastrdete, 
Le Pa A wel gneine can be’ developed ‘for: ‘resource reom programs take@fas a a 
whole, ora separa weighting can “be developed: for each size: category. 
A single weighting ‘is simpler, of course, but.1t is unlikely to be the | 
. "correct" weighting for any single. district’ since it represents an: average. . 
‘Since nearly all districts willybe either above or below the average, one 
. can anticipate a priori’ that. some districts will be ref{mbursed mor than: os 
‘they actually. are spending and other, districts will receive less than they | 
_actually are spending if a- ‘single. weight is adopted. This difficulty might 
_ 3 ‘be overcome, at least in part, by. eae ps different weights for. each 
ae .. of. the’ school district size categories. e the weight: for, each. category 
: "would still be an average; the: variation spending level, and hence the | 
- extent of overfunding, should be less. Of course, administration of the -. 
program becomes, more ‘complicated | as additional weighting classi¥ {dations ” 
pre creqted.” on eo . ri F oe 
i o ‘If. weights v were = autablédhed for. the. resource room. detivery- model : 


y 


By Ts “basedyon: the vee for 1976-77 shown: in Table. 6, they would % as follgys} : 


. 


foe a “Gost /ticigh ted FE ye “alight Based on | 


a tg 7% aed ae : 3 are: 4 d 
es , oe ee a Regular Resource _~ i a of Fun ing: Be 


woo le Program (1): Room -(2) “(2y3(4) “fp 80% “100% 
ete ee os - 3 te 


os. Group-A 7, $929 $5,262 #5665 
ve Group Bw 1,002) 75,118 B10 ( 
gle Groupe | 4118 4,675 18 3.34 4.18 
oe ee “1,150 4,880, 4.24 ge 3.39424 
8, 2 "ALE pistrices: a ee: oe 5,144" 5,90" #. ° 4.24°°5.30.- 
ENC oe ae ee ee eee ot a 
a + ae . G ; S a % 3 Pes e4 (S.<% 4 


ee, ML gah a Br ee ry eee ee ee! a Pr’ ; say a ae on 2 tf a 


“4.53 5.66 | | 
4.08 | 5.10. 


eo 
ot . 


Group ‘A 


Group. C . 


follows :. 


oye ane 


_ Applying the above weights’ to actual school district data’ for 1976-77. 


. (from Fable 6) produces the results shown: in Table +21.: Note that the 


highest cost district in Group A will be: underfunded by $2,184.at the 80 


percent level.and by $1,156 ‘at. the 100 percent level if the weighting is” “- 


based on. the average regular program and resource room program costs for 
all of the districts in the sample.” -If the average cost for each group of 
districts is used as the basis for the weighting& applied to the districts 


_4n that group, then’ the highest cost district in Group A-will be underfunded 
by $2,089 and $1,039 at the 80 and 100 percent - funding levels, respectively. . 
~The lowest cost district in Group A, on the o€her hand, ‘will be overfurided 
by: From $803 to $1,948 per weighted FTE pupil, depending on the funding. .. a, 
level and, the basis used for. computing weights. Similar results are evident | 


for each-of the other size categories with ‘the largest discrepancies . 
appearing in Group B and. Group D. -It is also. evident that: computing .. 
separate weights: for each of the four groups of districts did not have mu 
affect. on the extent to which, districts were either underfunded. or over- 
funded... S +e a nr: 


—_ Separate weights can. be computed for each. of the major prograin delivery — 
models by using the same procedure. The results for the self contained 


. 


model follow. . 


. oe Cost/Weighted FTE : | 
ete tee | cine Self- - Ratio of . Hundsne ah, 
Program (1): Contained (2). - (24) ~~ 80% . 100%. 


Group B - 


$2,670 .° $82. .'.2.30°° 2.87 
oo 71 


. N.A. | -- me - 
Group D-. | Nv Aw. a _ a 
All Districts. ee 2,688 2.77°: 2.99° 2.297 


7 ee ee ek ae ed — 
For the’ communication disopgagg delivery model, the weights would’ be as 
Cost/Weighted FTE or Weight Based on . 

; ; A oe oe o of. ‘Funding. at 

Regular Communication poten of g ane 


Program (1) Disorders (2) 42):()- - 80% 100% © 


GroupsA $929 $23,219. A230 14,22 


-. Group B 2. =. ~ 1,002 10,902.) -°. 10.88 © - 8.70. 10.88: 
‘Group CG st” 1,118-—N—- 15,257, + 13:65 10.92 13.65 
Group D = 1,150 © -N.A. . we ee 

'. | Al1: Districts. 3 970°... 12,650. 13.04 ‘10.43 13.04 . 


“The weighting for the gifted and talen d model could’ only be computed for 
‘the entire sample because there were. no\ enough, programs to compute | 

‘ separate weights for each group. The we ght for. 80 percent funding is ~ 
-3.34 and for 100 percent funding the weight is 4.18. ie . * 


x 


“te. | aN ood ~. 79 a : 


ch 


Weight Bag@d on ~ 


ew a a a ‘Table 21 - ae ~~ one i 


fae { 7 7 
eo ae ee Extent’ of Overt ndiue an “Under Funding of Resource Rooin promrand ao 
: ms Teing. vee Based qn the otal Sample and: Each ae of School Diatpicts 


ar a ee Reimbursement | ‘Based: on et saver amis. or Underfunding’ 
oy Resouces a Weights” For ; eee Based on Weights For = 
“District . . Room: °° “ALL Distri ts Group Districts ALL Districts Group Districts 
Gropp A... RTE 80% 100% : 80%, “100% ~ 90x | ‘100% 80% 100%: 
Highest cost $6297 - $4213 ./$5241 4208 - $5258 | $2184 $-1156  $-2089 . $-1039. , 
-Lowest-cost 3310 4113 ae S141 14208-5258 + 803 41831 + 898 41948 


Group B oe . y or 


bowest,cost = = 3117, 41135141 088 5110+ 936: +1964. +911 +1933 


Highest. cost | . 6962... - 4113. sii "3734 °° 46737" 2849." -1821". 3228-2389 
rowest cost = 323313. S1ML 3734-4673. + 880. +1908" + 501 1440 


‘Highest cost ——=«9621. sy 413. S14 36984876  sbsoa? -4a80 3723-4745. 
Tlewest cost 3074 AML. 514138984876 41039 +2067 + 824 41802 
MOS gt ae he oe Be, eg ee oo a : 


a 


. however, | to convert FTE weightings to enrollment weightings if one knows 


7 weighting eet pupil jenrol tess 


- dncluded in. the sample were spending an average 


“This aene: would chen be “applied tio the wad corgi per. PTE 


_ Many: aeates do not es use Gua do not ‘wish-to convert to) a > 
full. time. equivalent - system of counting pupils. It is relatively simple, 


the average “per centage of time a student spends in.a program | for 
exceptional ‘children and the average amount of time spent in’ the regular. | 
program or in, other: programs. Using the réource’ yoom-program as an 
“example , . we ~can: easily convert the FIE weights coeus Brevaguedy. to’ a - 


The data. displayed in Table 10 showed that wipaie in. the district’ Reg 

f about 18. percent of ee arn 
their time (5.5 hours per week) in a resourge rdom with: the rest of: their” 
‘time (82 percent) spent in the regular progratr~ First, the ‘weighted, FTE. 
pupil measure must be adjusted to reflect the percentage of: time the " 
average pupil spends in a resource. — ara the FTE. weight v 
the percentage of cine: 


6 he 24 (weight. for 80% furiding) x 18 (percent of time). = 


P ‘ 


or 


5. 30 weight for 100% " funding) x 18 (percent of time) = 295 
. ? 7 

One careianat ‘adjustment seiening to ‘be made. If students . _are ‘apends 
ing 18 percent of. their.time in a resource. Yoon, ‘then 82° ‘percent ‘of their 
time is spent in- a regular program and:an appropriate amount “must, be added - 
‘tothe resource room weighting.to account. for the. regular program costs. 
The weight assigned to the reglilar program.can easily be adjusted to reflect . 
the percentage of the cost of the regular program: that the state wishes to ~ 
«proves For example, if the state. wishes to fund: 50° percent , of the regular 


7 program cost-and 80 percent- of the. resource ‘room -cost, the total~weight per. ~ 


PEPE enrolled in a Tesourcey room a ek woultt. be: .. Tite 
Bron, ae “7m : oe a : { oo : 
eo 82. x 43) + G 18 x 5. 30° Ks ae = 41 +. 16s = 1. AT” 


“pupil for the. Beate as a i to eo fhe. amount: state aid: 


on ae, oe $970 xh, th a, 135 


Weightings “fer” each of the: oes ahd program aoieie ‘eouldsbe at 
developed using: this procedure ‘4f it were” decidad:” ‘to.-base weightings on - 
‘head counts. rather thah on FTE pupils. It should bé noted. however., that a 


' the data on cost per FTE student are required before one can. convert tova: u a 
4 De Nea for enrollment. Thus the adoption : ‘of an: expanded system. of 
p 


upil weightings such.as we -have described would entail more recerd. keeping . 
at the local school: level and. more data’ collection and analysis.at the’: 
state level, for any system of-unieh tings should. be re aaa! one revised 
annually. sw o me 

y a oo be e 


chy 


, 
cy 


; '., for the £unging of: programs. ‘for’ exceptional children. ‘As we noted oatte 
ge Idaho’ already funds. .over- 80 percant of the fist of exceptjonal child be 
oat |. §fams from state.and’ county faxes, - ‘and this-is exclidsive of ahy federal: 

“ funds now flowing to. local districts ‘under the provisions: of P-L. “94-142, She. 
Tt would take relatiwely little additional ‘money for the state to. fully. 
hi «« fund'sthe programs ‘for excen gi Snal chayaren | char are. brewed by local’ schoo?’ 
le OF districts. * ee aa ae ae Ce Sa as - sae vk an 


“, 


Pe igh «Peg ' Lf ‘the state weré ta ‘choose: this alternative, it ‘yould vequbre’ that 
an #, local school districts. give additional attention to the: accur&cy with which | 
pel ee ee. expenditures are allocated to programs.: One potential advantage of this, 
de co Méoo* approach. is’ that it ‘could’ be designed: to. accommodate the ' ‘excess cost" 

; " . accounting and- Tepoktikg /réqui rements imposed by the eit legislation.’ 
- + "a. On the other hand, -A}full state@munding program would -alttost dmevitab ly % | 
re invplve: the state mgye héavily pe local program decisions since the, program 


ct gee 2 "." for exceptional, child education”would be, in effect, a-state program.’ ‘This 
i oo wat _ Approach would & least. jedépardize local control and. we are not purguaded. 
* 2’ that’ decisions ‘made at. the state level ‘are inherently, ‘suferior: to those © 


matie by local, School officials, particularly when théy relate: to educational 


< on programming for iniddvi dial children... We would prefer *that such decisions be. 
a ? RE by local school pgérsonnel ‘who. can more effectivély assess the” individia 
ca. eS é of e eh child apd. sae RrOsrane: to accommodate them. 7 
» re ar ee a e = oo 
a An Evaluation. of the Alternatives’ Se eae ae Fie aly 
rn ae i oa a ee . 
* wae tt Fo. * Out ranking of: the | three eprgEneetves ‘we have discussed. is: . ~ 
ee a oe ‘ ae ~~. 
: S ee ah oe 2 ls “Refinement of ‘the current pEoer a 
ee ote 2 we os 3 a. 
fee : 2. Kull: sate Funding of: programs for ‘exceptidnal © . 
eet ey wae Se. a erence: ; a ae + - 2 . 


\? ion a = “3 a A new ¥ Progra with qnore - elaborate. punt weightings 


Kos ae “We eqetided that ‘Tdatig' present * program, of gtate support. for’ educa~ 


Bee sony progfamp serving exceptionat children is a good program and that it. 
fe is fulictioning vepy‘wekl.” A vast: majority of the exceptional children in 
“| Tdaho-are Being served adequately ‘and. abpropriately.. ‘We. found no ev e - 


i “yb “that. exceptional childréh were being. deviied, access to the edugational™ 
{4% fiat they | neéd bécause of . inadequate funding proyisions.. The rles and 
ulations established. by the state Board of Education appear to be reason- 
4 Pies appropriate. © . They: provide clear guidance ‘to loéal districts, af 
\ leave: enough , leeway to accommodate the diverge Pa oblems that confront 
a . “loéal. distrdnng, Pe . : : ete ge : 


eg Bdela.t r‘ than’ andicapp tng conditions as ¢ asie yfor|\organizing 
g gaan sal etication Preece: “This P 
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eo No ee) : .. 5 ae A 3 Liat ee a Mea ag eS EO 2 we, EE "ome oo gas 


ee kg ee ee De ae: Ree | ed he ga ooo 


Lp . 
we were aan wilariy ptedsed that ‘Taans sogacteey an ee 


‘yés’top priority 
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‘to. a. fe tienebeead feeds. of tet ‘child, “Avent haridtcap : Frequently 
*., tells. one Little about the.pdecise: ‘édiicational néeds. of that ¢hild. ut’ oo 
* ‘simply, ‘all children with ‘visual handicaps do- ‘not ‘need; identical: atte 

“  -ttonal programy and. ell “gifted: children do not need the: same” enrd hment | . 
experierives . Le ges sie a . a ye 8 


.<s 5 oy cs ay ea dee! . cae 
F ; ss se 2 : . ‘ o es eo ew e™. ‘4 an 
me é : ao ¢ noe . a . ¢ : 


f we le ; 
The present, program is not perfe on of ee ar, we have Pacoumended . 
‘several ‘réfinements,. ‘We believe the. odifinationy we oe puusested an. eS 
‘ make an ‘already: good program even bet. er. are | ; 


“We rank. ‘the full ‘tate. funding ‘1 rogram eo the. three ; ss 

spiteraat ves, Adoption :-of this approach world be, | a logical extension Of: 9 oe. 
7 *Tdaho" s already. high level of state suppoft, fr’ the education of | ‘exceptional . 
ee children. “As. noted previously, At. would require greater attention to se 3 
accuracy in’ allocati expenditures among, programs and inevitably will = , |: 
- invalve the state ' no heavily in locat program decisions. One™ potential - 

-. problem: about which one can-anly speculat¢é Is: the possibility that local §> | 

-coneern for education er children will diminish because it’ is’ net 

oe as "the state's p Logram' ‘Yather t than as "our program. ' 


- We consider the. acopiicn of ‘a new ‘program of. oreat ly. omer he oon 
to be the. least desirable of the three alternatives. As our examples .. . 
. hd, distributfon of funds using weights based on state-wide averages 
“would: result gross overfunding and underfunding. of prgérams {n ‘some . 
school digtrictS: This problem w&s not aleviated by ust g weights bgsed 
on averages for eek? of’ .the four digtrict’ categories. | Clearly, such a 
‘system would "be. less equitab ‘than ‘the preSent program and thus would - 
-* represent a step baerbard. Pu Dil.weijahtings. based. on handicapping ‘condi tions 
or program delivery ‘systems. are,. very ‘useful ‘for sfate ang 1 planning purposes 


"but they have serious drawbacks when’ used. as a basi | tributing state “ a 
‘funds. J Se: - : Faas ‘ ti. © 4 _— 

__. * * re a ogee ae ee 
A Comment on Federal Aid e. P i are a a 


« :  . 
: “Local | gan officials expressed concern about ‘the problems in. 
‘ ' platning which they have encountered as a result of the Congressional 

_ appropriation time table. Rarely do they know with assurance how muth money 
* will be available to gheir district from: PL. 94+142 funds until afte the’ 
‘school year hae begun. We recommend -that- Idaho ‘educators and ‘policy~makers' 
" York to achieve "ggaard funding" of P.L. 94-142 as the best way to, , 

eliminate the pred uncertainties about. the level of: funding eney can 

anticipate. eur ; % 


Nia iy,. we ‘noted eile? that states way use Pp, ie 94-142 fupds to 
supplant state and. local funds viften, ‘the full service requirements of the 
federal : legislation have been. met. . We “suspect Idaho is rapidly approaching 

eo the point where adequate educational” services will.te ‘provided to all 
. handicapped children in the state. We recomfiend that ‘Idaho’ determine the 
evidence that “will be required.to cofivince the United States Commissioner 
of ducation- that all handicapped children. in the state are being provided 
= with\ adequate. programs and begin, the task of collecting the data that. will: 
*-be needed to establish that Fane ga Loe ‘ 
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